Colac neighbourhood renewal community survey : comparison report 2004, 2007 & 2009 by Chegwidden, Margaret et al.
          Deakin Research Online 
 
This is the published version: 
 
Chegwidden, Margaret, Graham, Melissa and Taket, Ann 2011, Colac neighbourhood 
renewal community survey: comparison report 2004, 2007 & 2009 Deakin University and 
Department of Health (Barwon-South Western Region) Partnership, Melbourne, Vic. 
 
Available from Deakin Research Online: 
 
 http://hdl.handle.net/10536/DRO/DU:30032924  
 
Every reasonable effort has been made to ensure that permission has been obtained for items 
included in Deakin Research Online. If you believe that your rights have been infringed by 
this repository, please contact drosupport@deakin.edu.au 
 
 
Copyright:  2011, Deakin University and Department of Health (Barwon-South Western 
Region) Partnership. 
  
 
Colac  
Neighbourhood Renewal 
Community Survey 
Comparison report  
2004, 2007 & 2009 
 
Report prepared by: 
Margaret Chegwidden 
Dr. Melissa Graham 
Prof. Ann Taket 
 
Deakin University and Department of Health  
(Barwon-South Western Region) Partnership 
ii 
 
Acknowledgements 
The Neighbourhood Renewal Branch within the Department of Human Services Victoria 
funded the survey and this evaluation.  
The project team wishes to thank and acknowledge the following people and organisations 
for their contribution to the project. 
 
Colac Neighbourhood Renewal 
Kirsty Foley-Neave and Rachel Wood 
 
Deakin University, School of Health and Social Development 
Margaret Chegwidden, Ann Taket and Melissa Graham  
 
Community Partner 
Community Hub Inc. 
 
Community Surveyors who conducted the in-person interviews 
Valerie Barrow, Wendy Beall, Cynthia Belchambers, Toni Burns, Deborah Carley, Aaron 
Clarke, Honorine Dowie, Jess Harding, Bianca Norman, Linda Norman, Josie Nowell, Anita 
Pedder, Danielle Phillips, David Pilley, Susan Rhodes, Danica Tester, Charlotte Ward, Rodney 
Wintle, and Jennifer Woods. 
 
The community members who participated in both the in-person interviews and the 
telephone surveys. 
 
 
Finalised February 2011 
 
iii 
 
Table of Contents 
Acknowledgements -------------------------------------------------------- ii 
Table of Contents ----------------------------------------------------------- iii 
List of Tables ----------------------------------------------------------------- v 
Chapter 1: Introduction---------------------------------------------------- 1 
Chapter 2: Executive Summary of Findings ------------------------------ 2 
Chapter 3: Results ---------------------------------------------------------- 7 
3.1 About your neighbourhood --------------------------------------------------------- 8 
3.1.1 Overview: about your neighbourhood -------------------------------------------------- 10 
3.2 Housing and the physical environment ----------------------------------------- 12 
3.2.1 Overview: housing and the physical environment. ---------------------------------- 17 
3.3 Transport, services and better government ------------------------------------- 19 
3.3.1 Overview: transport, services and better government ----------------------------- 22 
3.4 Employment, education and the local economy ------------------------------- 25 
3.4.1 Overview: employment, education and the local economy ----------------------- 32 
3.5 Health and wellbeing -------------------------------------------------------------- 37 
3.5.1 Overview: health and wellbeing ---------------------------------------------------------- 50 
3.6 Personal safety and reducing crime --------------------------------------------- 57 
3.6.1 Overview: personal safety and reducing crime --------------------------------------- 63 
3.7 Pride and participation in the community -------------------------------------- 67 
3.7.1 Overview: pride and participation in the community ------------------------------- 76 
3.8 About the Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy ---------------------------------- 81 
3.8.1 Overview: about the Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy --------------------------- 86 
3.9 About you and your household -------------------------------------------------- 89 
3.9.1 Overview: about you and your household --------------------------------------------- 95 
3.10 Summary of perceptions ---------------------------------------------------------100 
iv 
 
3.11 Summary ---------------------------------------------------------------------------102 
3.11.1 About you and your household ---------------------------------------------------------- 102 
3.11.2 About your neighbourhood --------------------------------------------------------------- 103 
3.11.3 Housing and the physical environment ------------------------------------------------ 103 
3.11.4 Transport, services and better government ------------------------------------------ 104 
3.11.5 Employment, education and the local economy ------------------------------------ 104 
3.11.6 Health and wellbeing ----------------------------------------------------------------------- 105 
3.11.7 Personal safety and reducing crime ---------------------------------------------------- 107 
3.11.8 Pride and participation in the community -------------------------------------------- 108 
3.11.9 About the Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy ---------------------------------------- 109 
 
v 
 
List of Tables 
Table 1: How long have you been living at your present address? (Question 1; NRA 
respondents) ..................................................................................................................... 8 
Table 2: How long have you been living at your present address? (Question 1; control 
respondents) ..................................................................................................................... 8 
Table 3: What where the reasons for coming to live in your current house? (Question 2; NRA 
respondents)* ................................................................................................................... 8 
Table 4: Before living here, had you or your family mainly lived in this general area, or 
somewhere else? (Question 3; NRA respondents) ........................................................... 9 
Table 5: Overall, how would you rate your neighbourhood as a place to live? (Question 4; 
NRA respondents) ............................................................................................................. 9 
Table 6: Overall, how would you rate your neighbourhood as a place to live? (Question 4; 
control respondents) ........................................................................................................ 9 
Table 7: In your experience, do most people who come to live in your neighbourhood stay 
here for a number of years, or do they tend to move on somewhere else? (Question 7; 
NRA respondents) ............................................................................................................. 9 
Table 8: How long do you plan to stay here? (Question 8; NRA respondents) ......................... 9 
Table 9: How satisfied are you with your own housing? (Question 10; NRA respondents) ... 12 
Table 10: How satisfied are you with your own housing? (Question 10; control respondents)
 ........................................................................................................................................ 12 
Table 11: How would you rate the general standard of the housing in your neighbourhood 
(Question 11; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 12 
Table 12: How would you rate the general standard of the housing in your neighbourhood? 
(Question 11; control respondents) ............................................................................... 12 
Table 13: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say that in general, the 
standard of housing in your neighbourhood has improved, worsened or stayed the 
same? (Question 13; NRA respondents)......................................................................... 13 
Table 14: Generally, how would you rate the physical environment? (Question 14; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 13 
Table 15: Generally, how would you rate the physical environment? (Question 14; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 13 
Table 16: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is noise? (Question 15; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 13 
Table 17: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is noise? (Question 15; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 13 
Table 18: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is rubbish left lying around? 
(Question 15; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 14 
Table 19: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is rubbish left lying around? 
(Question 15; control respondents) ............................................................................... 14 
Table 20: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are houses and fences not being 
looked after? (Question 15; NRA respondents) ............................................................. 14 
vi 
 
Table 21: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are houses and fences not being 
looked after? (Question 15; control respondents) ......................................................... 14 
Table 22: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is graffiti and vandalism? 
(Question 15; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 15 
Table 23: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is graffiti and vandalism? 
(Question 15; control respondents) ............................................................................... 15 
Table 24: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are the nature strips, parks and 
open spaces? (Question 15; NRA respondents) ............................................................. 15 
Table 25: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are the nature strips, parks and 
open spaces? (Question 15; control respondents) ......................................................... 15 
Table 26: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are children’s playgrounds? 
(Question 15; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 16 
Table 27: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are children's playgrounds? 
(Question 15; control respondents) ............................................................................... 16 
Table 28: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is traffic and speeding? (Question 
15; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 16 
Table 29: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is traffic and speeding? (Question 
15; control respondents) ................................................................................................ 16 
Table 30: Are there any other problems in your neighbourhood? (Question 15; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 16 
Table 31: Are there any other problems in your neighbourhood? (Question 15; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 17 
Table 32: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say in general, the condition of 
the physical environment in your neighbourhood has improved, worsened or stayed 
about the same? (Question 17; NRA respondents) ........................................................ 17 
Table 33: Generally, how would you rate the quality and accessibility of services for people 
living in your neighbourhood? (Question 18; NRA respondents)................................... 19 
Table 34: Generally, how would you rate the quality and accessibility of services for people 
living in your neighbourhood? (Question 18; control respondents) .............................. 19 
Table 35: What is your main form of transport? (Question 19; NRA respondents) ............... 19 
Table 36: How would you rate public transport services for people in your neighbourhood? 
(Question 20; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 19 
Table 37: How would you rate public transport services for people in your neighbourhood? 
(Question 20; control respondents) ............................................................................... 20 
Table 38: Looking back over the past 6-12 months, would you say in general, transport 
services for people in your neighbourhood have improved, worsened or stayed the 
same? (Question 22; NRA respondents)......................................................................... 20 
Table 39: With regard to the federal government, would you agree or disagree that 
government can generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this 
neighbourhood? (Question 23; NRA respondents) ........................................................ 20 
Table 40: With regard to the federal government, would you agree or disagree that the 
government can generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this 
neighbourhood? (Question 23; control respondents) .................................................... 20 
vii 
 
Table 41: With regard to the state government, would you agree or disagree that the 
government can generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this 
neighbourhood? (Question 23; NRA respondents) ........................................................ 21 
Table 42: With regard to the state government, would you agree or disagree that the 
government can generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this 
neighbourhood? (Question 23; control respondents) .................................................... 21 
Table 43: With regard to the local council, would you agree or disagree that the government 
can generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this neighbourhood? 
(Question 23; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 21 
Table 44: With regard to the local council, would you agree or disagree that the government 
can generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this neighbourhood? 
(Question 23; control respondents) ............................................................................... 21 
Table 45: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say that in general, the 
performance of government in your neighbourhood has improved, worsened or stayed 
about the same? (Question 25; NRA respondents) ........................................................ 22 
Table 46: What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Question 26; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 25 
Table 47: What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Question 26; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 25 
Table 48: How would you rate the opportunities and facilities for people in your 
neighbourhood to get education and training? (Question 27; NRA respondents) ........ 25 
Table 49: How would you rate the opportunities and facilities for people in your 
neighbourhood to get education and training? (Question 27; control respondents) .... 25 
Table 50: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of kindergartens? (Question 28; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 26 
Table 51: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of kindergartens? (Question 28; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 26 
Table 52: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of primary schools? (Question 28; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 26 
Table 53: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of primary school? (Question 28; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 26 
Table 54: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of secondary schools and 
colleges? (Question 28; NRA respondents) .................................................................... 26 
Table 55: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of secondary schools and 
colleges? (Question 28; control respondents) ................................................................ 27 
Table 56: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of adult education services? 
(Question 28; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 27 
Table 57: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of adult education services? 
(Question 28; control respondents) ............................................................................... 27 
Table 58: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of technical education (TAFEs)? 
(Question 28; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 27 
Table 59: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of technical education (TAFEs)? 
(Question 28; control respondents) ............................................................................... 28 
viii 
 
Table 60: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of universities? (Question 28; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 28 
Table 61: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of universities? (Question 28; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 28 
Table 62: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of the local library? (Question 28; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 28 
Table 63: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of the local library? (Question 28; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 28 
Table 64: Over the last 6-12 months, do you think that the opportunities for education and 
training for people in your neighbourhood have improved, worsened or stayed the 
same? (Question 30; NRA respondents)......................................................................... 29 
Table 65: How would you rate the opportunities for people in your neighbourhood to get 
satisfactory jobs, either in this neighbourhood or nearby (within 30 minutes travelling 
time by car or bus)? (Question 31; NRA respondents) ................................................... 29 
Table 66: How would you rate the opportunities for people in your neighbourhood to get 
satisfactory jobs, either in this neighbourhood or nearby (within 30 minutes travelling 
time by car or bus)? (Question 31; control respondents) .............................................. 29 
Table 67: How would you rate the quality and availability of local services and agencies to 
help people find work? (Question 32; NRA respondents) .............................................. 29 
Table 68: How would you rate the quality and availability of local services and agencies to 
help people find work? (Question 32; control respondents) ......................................... 30 
Table 69: What is your employment situation? (Question 33; NRA respondents) ................. 30 
Table 70: What is your employment situation? (Question 33; control respondents) ............ 30 
Table 71: How much do you agree that your work experience is satisfying and enjoyable? 
(Question 34; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 31 
Table 72: How much do you agree that you desire further training? (Question 34; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 31 
Table 73: How much do you agree that you desire longer hours? (Question 34; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 31 
Table 74: How much do you agree that you desire fewer hours? (Question 34; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 31 
Table 75: How would you rate the state of the local economy in your neighbourhood? 
(Question 36; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 32 
Table 76: How would you rate the state of the local economy in your neighbourhood? 
(Question 36; control respondents) ............................................................................... 32 
Table 77: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say that the local economy in 
your neighbourhood has improved, worsened or stayed the same? (Question 38; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 32 
Table 78: How would you rate the general health and wellbeing of people in your 
neighbourhood? (Question 39; NRA respondents) ........................................................ 37 
Table 79: How would you rate the general health and wellbeing of people in your 
neighbourhood? (Question 39; control respondents) .................................................... 37 
ix 
 
Table 80: Have you used the local doctor in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 37 
Table 81: Have you used the local doctor in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 37 
Table 82: How would you rate the local doctor? (Question 42; NRA respondents) ............... 38 
Table 83: How would you rate the local doctor? (Question 42; control respondents) .......... 38 
Table 84: Have you used the public hospital in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 38 
Table 85: Have you used the public hospital in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 38 
Table 86: How would you rate the public hospital? (Question 42; NRA respondents) .......... 38 
Table 87: How would you rate the public hospital? (Question 42; control respondents) ...... 39 
Table 88: Have you used the maternal and child health centre in the past 6-12 months? 
(Question 42; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 39 
Table 89: Have you used the maternal and child health centre in the past 6-12 months? 
(Question 42; control respondents) ............................................................................... 39 
Table 90: How would you rate the maternal and child health centre? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 39 
Table 91: How would you rate the maternal and child health centre? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 39 
Table 92: Have you used the immunisation program in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 40 
Table 93: Have you used the immunisation program in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 40 
Table 94: How would you rate the immunisation program? (Question 42; NRA respondents)
 ........................................................................................................................................ 40 
Table 95: How would you rate the immunisation program? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 40 
Table 96: Have you used the dental health program in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 40 
Table 97: Have you used the dental health program in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 41 
Table 98: How would you rate the dental health program? (Question 42; NRA respondents)
 ........................................................................................................................................ 41 
Table 99: How would you rate the dental health program? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 41 
Table 100: Have you used the drug and alcohol service in the past 6-12 months? (Question 
42; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 41 
Table 101: Have you used the drug and alcohol service in the past 6-12 months? (Question 
42; control respondents) ................................................................................................ 41 
Table 102: How would you rate the drug and alcohol service? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 42 
x 
 
Table 103: How would you rate the drug and alcohol service? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 42 
Table 104: Have you used the gambling dependency service in the past 6-12 months? 
(Question 42; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 42 
Table 105: Have you used the gambling dependency service in the past 6-12 months? 
(Question 42; control respondents) ............................................................................... 42 
Table 106: How would you rate the gambling dependency service? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 42 
Table 107: How would you rate the gambling dependency service? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 43 
Table 108: Have you used the income support and emergency relief service in the past 6-12 
months? (Question 42; NRA respondents) ..................................................................... 43 
Table 109: Have you used the income support and emergency relief service in the past 6-12 
months? (Question 42; control respondents) ................................................................ 43 
Table 110: How would you rate the income support and emergency relief service? (Question 
42; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 43 
Table 111: How would you rate the income support and emergency relief service? (Question 
42; control respondents) ................................................................................................ 43 
Table 112: Have you used meals on wheels in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 44 
Table 113: Have you used meals on wheels in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 44 
Table 114: How would you rate meals on wheels? (Question 42; NRA respondents) ........... 44 
Table 115: How would you rate meals on wheels? (Question 42; control respondents) ....... 44 
Table 116: Have you used any services for teenagers in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 44 
Table 117: Have you used any services for teenagers in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 45 
Table 118: How would you rate the services for teenagers? (Question 42; NRA respondents)
 ........................................................................................................................................ 45 
Table 119: How would you rate the services for teenagers? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 45 
Table 120: Have you used the housing office in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 45 
Table 121: Have you used the housing office in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 45 
Table 122: How would you rate the housing office? (Question 42; NRA respondents) ......... 46 
Table 123: How would you rate the housing office? (Question 42; control respondents) ..... 46 
Table 124: Have you used any legal and community advice services in the past 6-12 months? 
(Question 42; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 46 
Table 125: Have you used any legal and community advice services in the past 6-12 months? 
(Question 42; control respondents) ............................................................................... 46 
xi 
 
Table 126: How would you rate the legal and community advice services? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 46 
Table 127: How would you rate the legal and community advice services? (Question 42; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 47 
Table 128: Have you used any social, health or recreational clubs in the past 6-12 months? 
(Question 42; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 47 
Table 129: Have you used any social, health or recreational clubs in the past 6-12 months? 
(Question 42; control respondents) ............................................................................... 47 
Table 130: How would you rate social, health or recreational clubs? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 47 
Table 131: How would you rate social, health or recreational clubs? (Question 42; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 47 
Table 132: Compared to 6-12 months ago, would you say that, in general, health and welfare 
services in your neighbourhood have improved, worsened or stayed the same? 
(Question 43; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 48 
Table 133: How would you rate your own health (Question 44; NRA respondents) .............. 48 
Table 134: How would you rate your own health? (Question 44; control respondents) ....... 48 
Table 135: Would you describe yourself as a person with a disability? (Question 45; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 48 
Table 136: Would you describe yourself as a person with a disability? (Question 45; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 48 
Table 137: How have you been managing on your total household take-home pay over the 
past 12 months? (Question 46; NRA respondents) ........................................................ 49 
Table 138: How have you been managing on your total household take-home pay over the 
past 12 months? (Question 46; control respondents) ................................................... 49 
Table 139: How satisfied do you feel about your own life, in general, at the moment? 
(Question 47; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 49 
Table 140: How satisfied do you feel about your own life, in general, at the moment? 
(Question 47; control respondents) ............................................................................... 49 
Table 141: Looking back over the past 6-12 months, has your own personal health and 
wellbeing improved, worsened or stayed the same? (Question 48; NRA respondents) 50 
Table 142: How would you rate conditions in your neighbourhood with regard to crime and 
safety? (Question 49; NRA respondents) ....................................................................... 57 
Table 143: How would you rate conditions in your neighbourhood with regard to crime and 
safety? (Question 49; control respondents) ................................................................... 57 
Table 144: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is dangerous driving? (Question 
50; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 57 
Table 145: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is young people in groups on the 
streets? (Question 50; NRA respondents) ...................................................................... 57 
Table 146: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is alcohol and drug use? 
(Question 50; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 58 
xii 
 
Table 147: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is domestic violence? (Question 
50; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 58 
Table 148: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is poor street lighting? (Question 
50; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 58 
Table 149: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is rude or aggressive behaviour of 
people in the streets? (Question 50; NRA respondents) ................................................ 58 
Table 150: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is house robberies and theft? 
(Question 50; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 59 
Table 151: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is car theft or joyriding? (Question 
50; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 59 
Table 152: Regarding crime and safety, are there any other problems? (Question 50; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 59 
Table 153: Have you personally been the victim of a crime in your neighbourhood in the past 
12 months? (Question 51a; NRA respondents) .............................................................. 59 
Table 154: Have you personally been the victim of a crime in your neighbourhood in the past 
12 months? (Question 51a; control respondents) ......................................................... 59 
Table 155: How much do you agree that your neighbourhood is safe in the streets at night? 
(Question 52; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 60 
Table 156: How much do you agree that your neighbourhood is a safe in the streets at night? 
(Question 52; control respondents) ............................................................................... 60 
Table 157: How much do you agree that the local police service is good? (Question 52; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 60 
Table 158: How much do you agree that the local police service is good? (Question 52; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 60 
Table 159: How much do you agree that children can play safely outside? (Question 52; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 61 
Table 160: How much do you agree that children can play safely outside? (Question 52; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 61 
Table 161: How much do you agree that you can trust most people most of the time? 
(Question 52; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 61 
Table 162: How much do you agree that you can trust most people most of the time? 
(Question 52; control respondents) ............................................................................... 61 
Table 163: How much do you agree that neighbours look out for one another? (Question 52; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 62 
Table 164: How much do you agree that neighbours look out for one another? (Question 52; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 62 
Table 165: If you had sensor lights (automatic outside house lights) installed, do you think 
they have improved safety? (Question 54; NRA respondents) ...................................... 62 
Table 166: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say that in general, conditions 
in your neighbourhood in relation to crime and personal safety today are better, worse 
or about the same? (Question 55; NRA respondents) ................................................... 62 
Table 167: How much pride do most local people have in this neighbourhood? (Question 56; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 67 
xiii 
 
Table 168: How much pride do most local people have in this neighbourhood? (Question 56; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 67 
Table 169: How much do most people in this neighbourhood participate in local activities? 
(Question 57; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 67 
Table 170: How much do most people in this neighbourhood participate in local activities? 
(Question 57; control participants) ................................................................................ 67 
Table 171: Using a scale from 0 to 10 (0 = not at all important, 10 = extremely important) 
how important are each of the following for a good neighbourhood…? (Question 58; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 68 
Table 172: How much do you agree with the statement: by working together, local people 
could improve this neighbourhood and influence decisions affecting it? (Question 59; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 68 
Table 173: How much do you agree with the statement: by working together, local people 
could improve this neighbourhood and influence decisions affecting it? (Question 59; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 68 
Table 174: How much do you agree with the statement: Most people in this neighbourhood 
have too many worries of their own to put time and effort into community activities? 
(Question 59; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 69 
Table 175: How much do you agree with the statement: by helping others, you help yourself 
in the long run? (Question 59; NRA respondents) ......................................................... 69 
Table 176: How much do you agree with the statement: generally, this neighbourhood has a 
good reputation with people living in the surrounding area? (Question 59; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 69 
Table 177: How much do you agree with the statement: generally, this neighbourhood has a 
good reputation with the people living in the surrounding area? (Question 59; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 69 
Table 178: How much do you agree with the statement: people in this neighbourhood have 
got a lot of different resources and abilities? (Question 59; NRA respondents) ........... 70 
Table 179: How much do you agree with the statement: generally, this is a strong 
community, where people have a lot in common and are willing to work together? 
(Question 59; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 70 
Table 180: How much do you agree with the statement: generally, this is a strong 
community, where people have a lot in common and are willing to work together? 
(Question 59; control respondents) ............................................................................... 70 
Table 181: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: I know quite a few people who live in this neighbourhood? (Question 60; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 70 
Table 182: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: I know quite a few people who live in this neighbourhood? (Question 60; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 71 
Table 183: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: I feel a sense of belonging to this community? (Question 60; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 71 
xiv 
 
Table 184: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: I feel a sense of belonging to this community? (Question 60; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 71 
Table 185: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: many of my family and friends live in this neighbourhood or close by? 
(Question 60; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 71 
Table 186: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: I feel generally valued by the community? (Question 60; NRA respondents)
 ........................................................................................................................................ 71 
Table 187: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: I feel generally valued by the community? (Question 60; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 72 
Table 188: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: I feel I have some influence or control over decisions made in this 
neighbourhood? (Question 60; NRA respondents) ........................................................ 72 
Table 189: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: I feel I have some influence or control over decisions made in this 
neighbourhood? (Question 60; control respondents) .................................................... 72 
Table 190: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: in an emergency, I could raise $2000 within 2 days from my relatives and 
friends? (Question 60; NRA respondents) ...................................................................... 72 
Table 191: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the 
statement: in an emergency, I could raise $2000 within 2 days from my relatives and 
friends? (Question 60; control respondents) ................................................................. 73 
Table 192: In the last month, have you done any voluntary work with a local community 
organisation? (Question 61; NRA respondents) ............................................................. 73 
Table 193: In the last month, have you done any voluntary work with a local community 
organisation? (Question 61; control respondents) ........................................................ 73 
Table 194: In the last month, have you visited friends locally? (Question 61; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 73 
Table 195: In the last month, have you spoken to your neighbours? (Question 61; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 73 
Table 196: In the last month, have you spoken to your neighbours? (Question 61; control 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 74 
Table 197: In the last month, have you picked up other people's rubbish in a public place? 
(Question 61; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 74 
Table 198: In the last month, have you picked up other people's rubbish in a public place? 
(Question 61; control respondents) ............................................................................... 74 
Table 199: In the last month, have you taken part in a local church, sporting or social club? 
(Question 61; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 74 
Table 200: In the last month, have you taken part in a local church, sporting or social club? 
(Question 61; control respondents) ............................................................................... 74 
Table 201: In the last month, have you been out to a local cafe, pub or show? (Question 61; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 75 
xv 
 
Table 202: In the last month, have you been out to a local cafe, pub or show? (Question 61; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 75 
Table 203: In the last month, have you minded a friend or neighbour's child? (Question 61; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 75 
Table 204: In the last month, have you been to a public meeting or signed a petition? 
(Question 61; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 75 
Table 205: Looking back over the past 12 months, would you say that pride in the 
community has improved, worsened or stayed about the same? (Question 64; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 75 
Table 206: Looking back over the past 12 months, would you say that neighbourhood 
participation has improved, worsened or stayed about the same? (Question 65; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 76 
Table 207: Had you heard of the neighbourhood renewal strategy prior to receiving the 
letter about this survey? (Question 67; NRA respondents) ........................................... 81 
Table 208: How did you first hear about the neighbourhood renewal strategy? (Question 68; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 81 
Table 209: How have you been involved in the neighbourhood renewal strategy? (Question 
69; NRA respondents)* ................................................................................................... 81 
Table 210: Using a scale from 0 to 10 (0 = not at all important, 10 = extremely important), 
how important are each of the government's six renewal strategy goals? (Question 70; 
NRA respondents)* ......................................................................................................... 82 
Table 211: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal 
strategy or not spending much time on it: I don't think governments will take much 
notice of what residents want (Question 71; NRA respondents) ................................... 82 
Table 212: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal 
strategy or spending much time on it: I don't like meetings (Question 71; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 82 
Table 213: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal 
strategy or spending much time on it: I don't feel I know enough about the issues 
(Question 71; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 82 
Table 214: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal 
strategy or spending much time on it: it is boring, it doesn't interest me (Question 71; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 83 
Table 215: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal 
strategy or spending much time on it: I haven't got enough time (Question 71; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 83 
Table 216: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal 
strategy or spending much time on it: it's not my job to fix these problems, it is the 
government's (Question 71; NRA respondents) ............................................................. 83 
Table 217: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal 
strategy or spending much time on it: the government is really running the program, 
not the local people (Question 71; NRA respondents) ................................................... 83 
Table 218: Are there any other reasons? (Question 71; NRA respondents) ........................... 83 
xvi 
 
Table 219: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: better 
information, newssheets delivered to houses (Question 72; NRA respondents) .......... 84 
Table 220: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: better 
use of local community or neighbourhood houses (Question 72; NRA respondents) ... 84 
Table 221: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: 
training more residents as community leaders or community representatives (Question 
72; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 84 
Table 222: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: regular 
short surveys (by phone or house visits by resident representatives) (Question 72; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 84 
Table 223: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: more 
funding for childcare and travel so residents can participate in community events 
(Question 72; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 84 
Table 224: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: paying 
local residents for their time on committees or as 'local experts' (Question 72; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 85 
Table 225: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: more 
local community events like open days, street parties etc. (Question 72; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 85 
Table 226: Do you have any other ideas on how to increase involvement in the 
Neighbourhood Renewal program? (Question 72; NRA respondents) .......................... 85 
Table 227: From what you know about the renewal strategy, how much do you agree or 
disagree that it is a good idea? (Question 73; NRA respondents) .................................. 85 
Table 228: Would you say that the neighbourhood renewal strategy has led to the 
performance of government in your neighbourhood getting better, worse or staying 
the same? (Question 74; NRA respondents) .................................................................. 85 
Table 229: Would you be interested in further involvement in the renewal strategy? 
(Question 75; NRA respondents) .................................................................................... 86 
Table 230: Gender of respondent (Question 76; NRA respondents) ...................................... 89 
Table 231: Gender of respondent (Question 76; control respondents) ................................. 89 
Table 232: Respondent’s country of birth (Question 77; NRA respondents) ......................... 89 
Table 233: Respondent's country of birth (Question 77; control respondents) ..................... 89 
Table 234: Respondent’s affiliation with a particular ethnic or Indigenous community 
(Question 78a; NRA respondent) .................................................................................... 90 
Table 235: Respondent’s marital status (Question 79; NRA respondents) ............................. 90 
Table 236: Respondent's marital status (Question 79; control respondents) ........................ 90 
Table 237: Are you in receipt of government pension, benefit or income support (Question 
80; NRA respondents) ..................................................................................................... 90 
Table 238: Are you in receipt of a government pension, benefit or income support? 
(Question 80; control respondents) ............................................................................... 91 
Table 239: Household composition (Question 82; NRA respondents) ................................... 91 
Table 240: Household composition (Question 82; control respondents) ............................... 91 
xvii 
 
Table 241: How many people in your household are in paid employment? (Question 83; NRA 
respondents) ................................................................................................................... 92 
Table 242: How many people in your household are in paid employment? (Question 83; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 92 
Table 243: How many people in your household receive a pension or benefit from the 
government? (Question 83; NRA respondents) ............................................................. 92 
Table 244: How many people in your household receive a pension or benefit from the 
government? (Question 83; control respondents) ......................................................... 92 
Table 245: How many people in your household live in the house, in total? (Question 83; 
NRA respondents) ........................................................................................................... 93 
Table 246: How many people in your household live in the house, in total? (Question 83; 
control respondents) ...................................................................................................... 93 
Table 247: What type of housing do you live in? (Question 84; NRA respondents) ............... 93 
Table 248: What type of housing do you live in? (Question 84; control respondents) .......... 94 
Table 249: Respondent's age (Question 85; NRA respondents) ............................................. 94 
Table 250: Respondent's age (Question 85; control respondents) ......................................... 94 
Table 251: Total family income per fortnight (Question 86; NRA respondents) .................... 95 
Table 252: Total family income per fortnight (Question 86; control respondents) ................ 95 
Table 253: Perceived current conditions in Colac, NRA- in person interviews ..................... 100 
Table 254: Perceived current conditions in control group- telephone interviews ............... 100 
Table 255: Perceived changes over the last 12 months in Colac, NRA- in person interviews
 ...................................................................................................................................... 101 
 
 
1 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
This second volume presents the data from the 2004, 2007 and 2009 rounds of the Colac 
Neighbourhood Renewal Community Surveys. The focus of this report is on change in the 
responses of participants between the first and last time periods. All of the data presented 
have been previously provided. Data from 2004 and 2007 have been provided in earlier 
reports and the data from 2009 have been presented in the first volume of this report. The 
comparison tables are presented separately for the NRA participants and for the control 
group participants. 
Statistical analyses have been conducted to examine the statistical significance of the 
difference in responses between the 2004 survey and the 2009 survey throughout this 
report. A non-parametric test, Pearson’s chi-square, was utilised. In the following 
presentation of data, the results of the statistical test (chi-square value [x2], degrees of 
freedom [df] and statistical significance [p]) are presented within the tables. Separate chi-
square tests were undertaken for public housing residents, private housing residents, total 
NRA respondents, deciles 1-3, deciles 8-10 and total control respondents. Where chi-square 
tests were not appropriate independent sample t-tests were used. Each section contains an 
overview where the results from the statistical testing are summarised. 
It was not appropriate to compare open ended questions over the three time periods as 
there are differing codes and coding practices for each time period.  
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Chapter 2:  Executive Summary of Findings 
Chapter 3 of this report presents detailed tabulations of the findings showing changes over 
time.  Separate sections present the detailed results in each of the following nine themes: 
• About your neighbourhood 
• Housing and the physical environment 
• Transport, services and better government 
• Employment, education and the local economy 
• Health and wellbeing 
• Personal safety and reducing crime 
• Pride and participation in the community 
• About the Neighbourhood and Community Renewal Strategy 
• About you and your household 
At the end of chapter 3, section 3.11 provides a summary of findings for each of these areas 
in turn.  In this executive summary of findings the focus is rather different.  It talks in turn 
about the factors where the change in the NR area over time has been significantly for the 
better; factors where the change has been for the worse; and finally factors where there has 
been little or no change in the NRA area, but a significant change for the worse in the 
comparison area. In each case the summary also describes what happened in the 
comparison area.   
 
In viewing these changes summarised below, some caution is necessary, as it cannot be 
assured that the samples are similarly representative of the populations in the NRA and the 
comparison area.   
 
Change for the better in the neighbourhood renewal area 
• Satisfaction with housing improved for NRA respondents between 2004 and 2009. 
• Children’s playgrounds were considered to be less problematic in 2009 compared 
with 2004 for NRA respondents; however this was increasingly becoming a problem 
for control respondents. 
• The quality and accessibility of services in the area were perceived to have improved 
over time, with more NRA respondents rating the quality and accessibility of services 
as good in 2009 than 2004.  
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• Over time a change in the main form of transport used by NRA respondents was 
observed. For example, there was an increase in car, motorbike and public transport 
use and decreases in taxi use and walking between 2004 and 2009.  
• An increase in the quality of public transport was reported by both the NRA and 
control respondents. Further to this, there was an increase in the proportion of NRA 
respondents who perceived that public transport had changed for the better in the 
past six – 12 months, with more than half of NRA respondents believing that change 
had occurred, and it was change for the better. 
• In 2009, there was a higher level of agreement regarding the level of trust for all 
three levels of government: federal, state and local than reported in 2004 by NRA 
respondents.  
• Kindergartens were rated more favourably in 2009 when compared with 2004 by 
NRA respondents however this difference was only statistically significant for those 
living in public housing.  
• There was an increase in the proportion of NRA respondents who were working full-
time in 2009 when compared with 2004.  
• Public hospitals were rated more favourably in 2009 than 2004 with an increase in 
the proportion of respondents who rated them as average.  
• Use of income support and emergency relief services decreased for NRA 
respondents over time. However, these services were rated less favourably in 2009 
compared with 2004.  
• In 2009, fewer NRA respondents had used the housing office compared with 2004.  
• For NRA respondents there was a decrease in the use of legal and community 
services observed in 2009 when compared with 2004.  
• In 2009, NRA respondents were less likely to have been a victim of crime than in 
2004. 
• An increase in the proportion of public housing respondents who thought that 
having sensor lights installed improved safety was observed over time.  
• There was an increase in the proportion of NRA respondents who had heard of the 
neighbourhood renewal strategy prior to the survey in 2009 when compared with 
2004. 
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Change for the worse in the neighbourhood renewal area 
• Between 2004 and 2009 there was a decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents 
who rated their neighbourhood as a “good” place to live and a corresponding 
increasing in the proportion of respondents who rated their neighbourhood as a 
“poor” place to live.   
• In 2009 there was a perception that the general standard of housing had worsened 
over the past six – 12 months when compared with 2004.  
• Over time, aspects of the physical environment had become increasingly 
problematic for neighbourhood renewal respondents particularly in relation to 
noise, rubbish and graffiti and vandalism.  
• Opportunities to receive education and training were rated less favourably in 2009 
compared with 2004 by both NRA and control respondents.  
• The quality and availability of secondary schools and colleges was rated less 
favourably in 2009 compared with 2004 for both the NRA and control respondents.  
• NRA private housing residents were more likely to rate adult education as poor in 
2009 compared with 2004.  
• Local libraries were rated less favourably in 2009 compared with 2004 by both the 
NRA and control respondents.  
• NRA respondents perceived opportunities for education and training to have 
worsened in the past six – 12 months when asked in 2009 compared with 2004.  
• Local services and agencies were rated less favourably by NRA respondents in 2009 
than 2004.  
• There was an increase in the proportion of NRA respondents who were unemployed 
or receiving a disability pension in 2009 when compared with 2004.  
• In 2009, less NRA respondents reported their work experience to be satisfying and 
enjoyable compared with 2004.  
• While there was no change in relation to use of the local doctor, both NRA and 
control respondents rated the local doctor less favourably in 2009 compared with 
2004. However, private housing residents were more likely to rate their local doctor 
as poor, whereas public housing residents were less likely to rate their local doctor 
as poor.  
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• A decrease in the use of immunisation services was observed for NRA respondents. 
In contrast, a small non-statistically significant increase in the use of these services 
was observed for control respondents.  
• While there was no change observed in the use of dental health programs among 
NRA respondents, there was an increase in use by control respondents. However, 
public housing residents were more likely to rate the dental program favourably in 
2009 compared with 2004 while private housing residents were less likely to rate the 
program favourably in 2009.  
• Overall, there were no changes observed between 2004 and 2009 in relation to the 
use of social, health or recreational clubs; however, the proportion of public housing 
residents who had used one of these clubs decreased over time.  
• Fewer NRA respondents reported general health and welfare services to have gotten 
better over the past six – 12 months in 2009 than in 2004.  
• There was a decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents who rated their 
neighbourhood as good in terms of crime and safety between 2004 and 2009.  
• Young people in groups on the streets and aggressive behaviour in the streets were 
both considered to be a big problem by higher proportions of NRA respondents in 
2009 than in 2004.  
• NRA respondents were less likely to agree that their neighbourhood was safe in the 
streets at night in 2009 than in 2004.  
• NRA respondents were less likely to agree in 2009 that it was safe for children to 
play outside than in 2004.  
• In 2009, less NRA respondents agreed that neighbours looked out for one another 
than in 2004. In contrast, the control respondents were more likely to agree with 
this statement in 2009 than 2004.  
• Pride in ones neighbourhood decreased between 2004 and 2009. Similarly, NRA 
respondents also believed that people participated very little within the community.  
• NRA respondents reported decreases in importance for aspects of a good 
community including a government that listens, cares and gets things done, good 
local services and facilities, people that care about their neighbourhood and 
participate, a nice living environment, interesting activities and events, people to be 
happy and healthy with secure incomes, having people from different backgrounds 
living together and a safe and friendly place. 
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• NRA respondents were less likely to agree with the statement that by working 
together, local people could improve the neighbourhood and influence decisions in 
2009 when compared with 2004.  
• An increase in the agreement among NRA respondents that people in the 
neighbourhood had too many worries of their own to put time and effort into 
community activities increased between 2004 and 2009.  
• In contrast to the control respondents, NRA respondents were less likely to report 
that this is a strong community.  
• An increase in the level of disagreement with the statement about feeling a sense of 
belonging was observed between 2004 and 2009 for NRA respondents.  
• NRA respondents were more likely to perceive that participation had gotten worse 
in the last 12 months 2009 compared with 2004.  
• In 2009, an increase was observed in the proportion of NRA respondents who 
thought that: the government would not take much notice of what residents 
wanted; not knowing enough about the issues might prevent people from 
participating; lack of interest or time; it was not their job to fix the problem, it was 
the government’s job; and the government was running the program, not the local 
people. Additionally, there was less support for each of the suggested strategies to 
improve participation in the neighbourhood renewal strategy in 2009 when 
compared with 2004.  
•  Overall there was a decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents who strongly 
agreed that the neighbourhood renewal strategy was a good idea between 2004 and 
2009. 
 
Little or no change in the neighbourhood renewal area, but better performance than the 
comparison area 
•  While there was little change in how much of a problem houses and fences not 
being looked after was for NRA respondents, for control respondents this was 
becoming more of a problem.  
• Traffic and speeding as a problem in neighbourhood renewal areas did not change 
over time; however control respondents believed that traffic and speeding were 
more problematic in their neighbourhood in 2009 compared with 2004.  
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Chapter 3: Results 
The following chapter provides a comparison of data from 2004, 2007 and 2009 Colac 
Neighbourhood Renewal Community Survey. The results section is presented in nine key 
themes:  
• About your neighbourhood; 
• Housing and the physical environment; 
• Transport, services and better government; 
• Employment, education and the local economy; 
• Health and wellbeing;  
• Personal safety and reducing crime; 
• Pride and participation in the community; 
• About the Neighbourhood and Community Renewal Strategy; and, 
• About you and your household.  
For each of the nine key themes, the data are presented, followed by a brief overview of the 
findings. 
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3.1  About your neighbourhood 
This section provides information on the local neighbourhood. Neighbourhood was defined 
to participants as being the streets and local area within a 20-minute walk of where they 
live. 
Table 1: How long have you been living at your present address? (Question 1; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 8.89; df = 5; p = 0.114) (x2 = 9.32; df = 5; p = 0.097) (x2 = 8.22; df = 5; p = 0.145) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 115) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 188) (n = 300) (n = 297) (n = 301) 
<6 months 5.83 7.83 8.18 7.22 7.14 9.04 6.67 7.41 8.64 
6 months - 1 year 5.00 11.30 10.91 9.44 12.64 8.51 7.67 12.12 9.30 
1-2 years 15.83 9.57 12.73 8.33 10.99 4.26 11.33 10.44 7.64 
2-5 years 24.17 24.35 15.45 8.33 9.89 15.43 14.67 15.49 15.28 
5-10 years 25.83 24.35 19.09 16.67 8.79 10.64 20.33 14.81 13.95 
>10 years 23.33 22.61 33.64 50.00 50.55 52.13 39.33 39.73 45.18 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 2: How long have you been living at your present address? (Question 1; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 10.48; df = 5; p = 0.063) (x2 = 6.20; df = 5; p = 0.287) (x2 = 12.93; df = 5; p = 0.024) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
<6 months 7.89 0.00 2.22 3.45 0.00 0.00 6.04 0.00 1.33 
6 months - 1 year 10.53 0.00 0.00 1.72 0.00 0.00 5.37 0.67 0.67 
1-2 years 5.26 2.22 6.67 6.90 4.44 0.00 5.37 2.67 4.00 
2-5 years 23.68 11.11 11.11 15.52 8.89 15.56 15.44 10.00 12.67 
5-10 years 18.42 17.78 31.11 18.97 35.56 17.78 17.45 22.67 24.00 
>10 years 34.21 68.89 48.89 53.45 51.11 66.67 50.34 64.00 57.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 3: What where the reasons for coming to live in your current house? (Question 2; NRA respondents)* 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
  2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 188) (n = 300) (n = 300) (n = 301) 
Low cost housing 33.33 22.22 35.45 26.11 20.77 22.87 29.00 21.33 27.57 
Friends or family lived here 16.67 28.21 29.09 21.11 28.42 25.53 19.33 28.33 26.91 
Employment reasons 2.50 0.85 2.73 13.33 15.30 9.57 9.00 9.67 6.98 
Liked the area 4.17 5.98 4.55 12.78 24.04 25.00 9.33 17.00 17.28 
Government allocated house 32.50 39.32 38.18 7.22 5.46 3.72 17.33 18.67 16.28 
No other housing available 5.00 11.11 2.73 2.22 12.02 8.51 3.33 11.67 6.64 
Other 5.83 11.97 10.00 17.22 22.95 16.49 12.67 18.67 13.95 
* Note: Due to the difference in how the data were collected in 2004 and 2009 for this question, a chi-square test 
cannot be computed.  
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Table 4: Before living here, had you or your family mainly lived in this general area, or somewhere else? 
(Question 3; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.96; df = 1; p = 0.328) (x2 = 2.57; df = 1; p = 0.109) (x2 = 3.37; df = 1; p = 0.066) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 185) (n = 300) (n = 298) (n = 298) 
This general area 50.83 57.76 57.27 56.67 60.99 64.86 54.33 59.73 61.74 
Some other area 49.17 42.24 42.73 43.33 39.01 35.14 45.67 40.27 38.26 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 5: Overall, how would you rate your neighbourhood as a place to live? (Question 4; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 24.08; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 7.18; df = 2; p = 0.028) (x2 = 23.80; df = 2; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 185) (n = 298) (n = 298) (n = 298) 
Good 38.14 34.48 17.27 64.44 57.14 51.35 54.03 48.32 38.59 
Average 55.08 52.59 54.55 31.11 37.91 40.00 40.60 43.62 45.64 
Poor 6.78 12.93 28.18 4.44 4.95 8.65 5.37 8.05 15.77 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 6: Overall, how would you rate your neighbourhood as a place to live? (Question 4; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.07; df = 1; p = 0.789) (x2 = 0.14; df = 1; p = 0.714) (x2 = 1.72; df = 1; p = 0.190) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Good 94.74 97.78 93.33 96.55 93.33 97.78 96.64 94.67 93.33 
Average 5.26 2.22 6.67 3.45 6.67 2.22 3.36 5.33 6.67 
Poor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 7: In your experience, do most people who come to live in your neighbourhood stay here for a number of 
years, or do they tend to move on somewhere else? (Question 7; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 16.26; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 39.80; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 53.02; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 107) (n = 116) (n = 108) (n = 162) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 269) (n = 296) (n = 293) 
Stay here 54.21 51.72 39.81 86.42 63.33 60.44 73.61 58.78 52.90 
Tend to move on 45.79 35.34 47.22 13.58 20.56 21.98 26.39 26.35 31.40 
Don't know 0.00 12.93 12.96 0.00 16.11 17.58 0.00 14.86 15.70 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 8: How long do you plan to stay here? (Question 8; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.01; df = 3; p = 1.000) (x2 = 3.66; df = 3; p = 0.301) (x2 = 2.50; df = 3; p = 0.476) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 90) (n = 76) (n = 77) (n = 143) (n = 131) (n = 131) (n = 233) (n = 207) (n = 211) 
<1 year 10.00 14.47 10.39 11.19 9.16 10.69 10.73 11.11 10.43 
1-5 years 16.67 15.79 16.88 21.68 24.43 19.85 19.74 21.26 18.96 
5-10 years 8.89 15.79 9.09 9.09 14.50 16.79 9.01 14.98 13.74 
>10 years 64.44 53.95 63.64 58.04 51.91 52.67 60.52 52.66 56.87 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
10 
 
3.1.1 Overview: about your neighbourhood  
The length of time that NRA respondents had been living at their present address in 2004 
compared to 2009, did not demonstrate a statistically significant change (p = 0.145; Table 
1). There were slight increases in those who had been living at their address for more than 
ten years (from 39.33% to 45.18%), and less than six months (6.67% to 8.64%) for the NRA 
respondents; however these changes were not statistically significant (Table 1). For control 
respondents, there was no statistically significant difference in length of time living in 
present address for those in lower or upper deciles. However, overall there were more 
people who had resided at their present address for more than ten years in 2007 (57.33%) 
compared with 2004 (50.34%, p = 0.024; Table 2). 
For residents in the NRA, the most common reason for coming to live in Colac in 2009 was 
low cost housing (27.57%) and having family and friends who lived in the area (26.91%) 
was the next most common reason (Table 3). In 2004, low cost housing (29.00%) and 
having family and friends in the area (19.33%) were also the most common reasons for 
residents coming to live in Colac. In 2009, the most common reason that public housing 
residents came to live in Colac was that the government allocated the house (38.18%), in 
2004 the most common reason was low cost housing (33.33%). In 2009, private housing 
residents chose to live in Colac as it was close to family and friends (25.53%), however in 
2004 the main reason for coming to live in Colac was low cost housing (26.11%). A chi-
square test was not appropriate for this question as the data for this question were 
collected differently in 2009 compared with 2004 (Table 3). Despite slight increases in the 
proportion of NRA respondents who had lived in this general area prior to living in Colac, 
there was no statistically significant change recorded (p = 0.066; Table 4).  
There were statistically significant decreases in the proportion of NRA respondents rating 
their neighbourhood as a good place to live in 2009 compared to 2004 overall (38.59% and 
54.03%, respectively, p < 0.0001), among public housing respondents (17.27% and 38.14%, 
respectively, p < 0.0001) and private housing respondents (51.35% and 64.44%, 
respectively, p = 0.028; Table 5). This is in contrast to the control respondents who 
recorded no statistically significant changes in rating their neighbourhood as a place to live 
(p = 0.190; Table 6). Across all three years, none of the control group respondents ever 
rated their area as ‘poor’ (Table 6), this is in contrast to the NRA respondents. 
When asked about whether residents tend to stay or move on, statistically significant 
changes were recorded in the responses from NRA respondents between 2004 and 2009 
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(P < 0.0001; Table 7). Both public housing and private housing residents were less likely to 
say that people tended to stay in the neighbourhood for a number of years (public housing 
from 54.21% to 39.81%, private housing from 86.42% to 60.44%; Table 7). Despite this, 
there was no statistically significant change in NRA residents’ length of intended stay (p = 
0.476; Table 8). 
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3.2  Housing and the physical environment 
This section provides information on respondents’ perception of housing conditions and the 
physical environment. 
Table 9: How satisfied are you with your own housing? (Question 10; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 9.01; df = 4; p = 0.061) (x2 = 6.38; df = 4; p = 0.172) (x2 = 12.84; df = 4; p = 0.012) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 188) (n = 300) (n = 300) (n = 301) 
Very satisfied 19.17 30.77 19.09 48.89 44.26 50.00 37.00 39.00 38.54 
Satisfied 42.50 44.44 52.73 35.56 43.17 35.64 38.33 43.67 42.19 
Neither  17.50 8.55 11.82 8.33 8.74 11.17 12.00 8.67 11.30 
Not satisfied 15.00 11.11 16.36 4.44 1.64 3.19 8.67 5.33 7.97 
Very dissatisfied 5.83 5.13 0.00 2.78 2.19 0.00 4.00 3.33 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 10: How satisfied are you with your own housing? (Question 10; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.33; df = 2; p = 0.514) (x2 = 4.54; df = 3; p = 0.209) (x2 = 2.49; df = 3; p = 0.476) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n =45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Very satisfied 60.53 55.56 60.00 63.79 71.11 68.89 63.09 61.33 63.33 
Satisfied 28.95 44.44 35.56 32.76 20.00 26.67 30.87 30.00 30.67 
Neither  10.53 0.00 4.44 3.45 8.89 0.00 5.37 6.67 3.33 
Not satisfied 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.44 0.67 2.00 2.67 
Very dissatisfied 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 11: How would you rate the general standard of the housing in your neighbourhood (Question 11; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.32; df = 2; p = 0.313) (x2 = 1.67; df = 2; p = 0.434) (x2 = 2.96; df = 2; p = 0.228) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 175) (n = 182) (n = 187) (n = 294) (n = 298) (n = 300) 
Good 34.45 35.34 25.45 47.43 50.55 43.32 42.18 44.63 36.67 
Average 52.94 56.90 61.82 45.14 40.11 51.34 48.30 46.64 55.33 
Poor 12.61 7.76 12.73 7.43 9.34 5.35 9.52 8.72 8.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 12: How would you rate the general standard of the housing in your neighbourhood? (Question 11; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.95; df = 2; p = 0.228) (x2 = 0.31; df = 1; p = 0.580) (x2 = 1.00; df = 2; p = 0.606) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 148) (n = 150) 
Good 78.95 75.00 91.11 86.21 86.36 82.22 83.89 76.35 82.67 
Average 18.42 22.73 8.89 13.79 13.64 17.78 15.44 21.62 15.33 
Poor 2.63 2.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 2.03 2.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 13: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say that in general, the standard of housing in 
your neighbourhood has improved, worsened or stayed the same? (Question 13; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
  (x2 = 11.73; df = 2; p = 0.003) (x2 = 1.98; df = 2; p = 0.371) (x2 = 9.13; df = 2; p = 0.010) 
  2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 114) (n = 107) (n = 176) (n = 175) (n = 184) (n = 293) (n = 289) (n = 294) 
Better 30.77 28.95 12.15 19.32 21.71 16.30 23.89 24.57 14.97 
About the same 59.83 61.40 72.90 75.00 69.14 74.46 68.94 66.09 73.81 
Worse 9.40 9.65 14.95 5.68 9.14 9.24 7.17 9.34 11.22 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 14: Generally, how would you rate the physical environment? (Question 14; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.84; df = 2; p = 0.398) (x2 = 0.79; df = 2; p = 0.672) (x2 = 0.115; df = 2; p = 0.926) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 115) (n = 110) (n = 178) (n = 183) (n = 188) (n = 297) (n = 298) (n = 301) 
Good 15.97 22.61 10.00 25.84 32.79 29.79 21.89 28.86 22.59 
Average 49.58 49.57 54.55 56.74 49.73 54.79 53.87 49.66 54.49 
Poor 34.45 27.83 35.45 17.42 17.49 15.43 24.24 21.48 22.92 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 15: Generally, how would you rate the physical environment? (Question 14; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.20; df = 2; p = 0.906) (x2 = 0.18; df = 2; p = 0.913) (x2 = 1.12; df = 2; p = 0.570) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Good 68.42 55.56 66.67 74.14 77.78 77.78 69.13 66.67 72.67 
Average 28.95 42.22 28.89 20.69 20.00 17.78 26.85 29.33 22.00 
Poor 2.63 2.22 4.44 5.17 2.22 4.44 4.03 4.00 5.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 16: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is noise? (Question 15; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 9.05; df = 2; p = 0.011) (x2 = 8.14; df = 2; p = 0.017) (x2 = 15.99; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 185) (n = 299) (n = 299) (n = 298) 
No problem 23.53 31.90 10.00 26.67 26.78 14.59 25.42 28.76 12.75 
Minor problem 40.34 38.79 39.09 47.78 49.18 55.68 44.82 45.15 49.66 
Big problem 36.13 29.31 50.91 25.56 24.04 29.73 29.77 26.09 37.58 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 17: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is noise? (Question 15; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.63; df = 2; p = 0.268) (x2 = 5.56; df = 2; p = 0.620) (x2 = 10.80; df = 2; p = 0.005) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
No problem 76.32 55.56 60.00 70.69 60.00 53.33 72.97 56.67 59.33 
Minor problem 21.05 37.78 33.33 27.59 26.67 35.56 25.00 31.33 30.67 
Big problem 2.63 6.67 6.67 1.72 13.33 11.11 2.03 12.00 10.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 18: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is rubbish left lying around? (Question 15; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 10.06; df = 2; p = 0.007) (x2 = 22.25; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 31.27; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 116) (n = 108) (n = 177) (n = 181) (n = 185) (n = 296) (n = 297) (n = 296) 
No problem 32.77 30.17 14.81 48.02 38.12 24.32 41.89 35.02 20.61 
Minor problem 41.18 41.38 50.00 37.29 41.44 56.22 38.85 41.41 54.05 
Big problem 26.05 28.45 35.19 14.69 20.44 19.46 19.26 23.57 25.34 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 19: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is rubbish left lying around? (Question 15; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.79; df = 2; p = 0.248) (x2 = 4.01; df = 2; p = 0.135) (x2 = 8.44; df = 2; p = 0.015) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
No problem 78.38 60.00 62.22 72.41 57.78 68.89 77.03 59.33 62.00 
Minor problem 18.92 28.89 35.56 27.59 33.33 24.44 20.95 29.33 32.67 
Big problem 2.70 11.11 2.22 0.00 8.89 6.67 2.03 11.33 5.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 20: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are houses and fences not being looked after? 
(Question 15; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.26; df = 2; p = 0.072) (x2 = 0.17; df = 2; p = 0.919) (x2 = 1.96; df = 2; p = 0.376) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 177) (n = 177) (n = 188) (n = 297) (n = 293) (n = 301) 
No problem 30.83 37.07 19.09 33.90 43.50 34.57 32.66 40.96 28.90 
Minor problem 34.17 35.34 33.64 43.50 35.59 41.49 39.73 35.49 38.54 
Big problem 35.00 27.59 47.27 22.60 20.90 23.94 27.61 23.55 32.56 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 21: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are houses and fences not being looked after? 
(Question 15; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.00; df = 2; p = 0.607) (x2 = 3.19; df = 2; p = 0.203) (x2 = 8.36; df = 2; p = 0.015) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 149) (n = 150) 
No problem 73.68 57.78 75.56 82.76 73.33 73.33 80.41 66.44 71.33 
Minor problem 26.32 40.00 22.22 17.24 24.44 22.22 19.59 28.19 24.00 
Big problem 0.00 2.22 2.22 0.00 2.22 4.44 0.00 5.37 4.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 22: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is graffiti and vandalism? (Question 15; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 9.88; df = 2; p = 0.007) (x2 = 12.67; df = 2; p = 0.002) (x2 = 20.52; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 112) (n = 114) (n = 108) (n = 173) (n = 176) (n = 181) (n = 285) (n = 290) (n = 292) 
No problem 45.54 43.86 34.26 63.58 57.95 48.62 56.49 52.41 43.15 
Minor problem 34.82 33.33 26.85 30.06 29.55 34.25 31.93 31.03 31.16 
Big problem 19.64 22.81 38.89 6.36 12.50 17.13 11.58 16.55 25.68 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 23: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is graffiti and vandalism? (Question 15; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.64; df = 2; p = 0.267) (x2 = 0.24; df = 2; p = 0.886) (x2 = 4.42; df = 2; p = 0.110) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
No problem 76.32 64.44 84.44 68.97 86.67 64.44 74.50 76.00 66.67 
Minor problem 18.42 28.89 15.56 29.31 11.11 33.33 21.48 20.67 31.33 
Big problem 5.26 6.67 0.00 1.72 2.22 2.22 4.03 3.33 2.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 24: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are the nature strips, parks and open spaces? 
(Question 15; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 6.65; df = 2; p = 0.036) (x2 = 4.10; df = 2; p = 0.129) (x2 = 10.38; df = 2; p = 0.006) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 115) (n = 107) (n = 175) (n = 174) (n = 181) (n = 292) (n = 289) (n = 290) 
No problem 25.64 44.35 28.97 46.86 45.98 41.99 38.36 45.33 36.90 
Minor problem 38.46 35.65 50.47 33.14 32.76 43.09 35.27 33.91 46.21 
Big problem 35.90 20.00 20.56 20.00 21.26 14.92 26.37 20.76 16.90 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 25: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are the nature strips, parks and open spaces? 
(Question 15; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.64; df = 2; p = 0.440) (x2 = 9.06; df = 2; p = 0.011) (x2 = 4.34; df = 2; p = 0.114) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 145) (n = 143) (n = 150) 
No problem 83.33 71.11 80.00 87.72 81.82 64.44 83.45 78.32 74.00 
Minor problem 16.67 22.22 15.56 7.02 15.91 28.89 12.41 16.78 21.33 
Big problem 0.00 6.67 4.44 5.26 2.27 6.67 4.14 4.90 4.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 26: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are children’s playgrounds? (Question 15; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 15.14; df = 2; p = 0.001) (x2 = 25.16; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 38.13; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 114) (n = 106) (n = 95) (n = 170) (n = 159) (n = 149) (n = 284) (n = 265) (n = 247) 
No problem 25.44 47.17 32.63 37.65 46.54 48.99 32.75 46.79 42.11 
Minor problem 18.42 22.64 36.84 21.76 25.16 35.57 20.42 24.15 36.03 
Big problem 56.14 30.19 30.53 40.59 28.30 15.44 46.83 29.06 21.86 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 27: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem are children's playgrounds? (Question 15; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.31; df = 2; p = 0.520) (x2 = 4.71; df = 2; p = 0.095) (x2 = 5.76; df = 2; p = 0.056) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 44) (n = 42) (n = 54) (n = 40) (n = 45) (n = 136) (n = 137) (n = 146) 
No problem 81.08 54.55 71.43 85.19 65.00 68.89 81.62 64.96 69.86 
Minor problem 13.51 20.45 16.67 7.41 20.00 22.22 12.50 16.06 17.81 
Big problem 5.41 25.00 11.90 7.41 15.00 8.89 5.88 18.98 12.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 28: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is traffic and speeding? (Question 15; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.62; df = 2; p = 0.269) (x2 = 4.37; df = 2; p = 0.113) (x2 = 2.24; df = 2; p = 0.326) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 114) (n = 109) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 182) (n = 296) (n = 295) (n = 294) 
No problem 5.13 14.04 3.67 13.97 16.57 9.89 10.47 15.59 7.48 
Minor problem 17.95 13.16 11.01 25.70 35.36 35.16 22.64 26.78 26.19 
Big problem 76.92 72.81 85.32 60.34 48.07 54.95 66.89 57.63 66.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 29: In your neighbourhood, how much of a problem is traffic and speeding? (Question 15; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.64; df = 2; p = 0.440) (x2 = 9.07; df = 2; p = 0.011) (x2 = 7.31; df = 2; p = 0.026) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 146) (n = 149) (n = 149) 
No problem 44.74 33.33 46.67 56.14 40.00 29.55 49.32 34.23 38.26 
Minor problem 42.11 42.22 31.11 36.84 40.00 47.73 40.41 41.61 40.94 
Big problem 13.16 24.44 22.22 7.02 20.00 22.73 10.27 24.16 20.81 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 30: Are there any other problems in your neighbourhood? (Question 15; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.73; df = 2; p = 0.256) (x2 = 1.66; df = 2; p = 0.437) (x2 = 1.80; df = 2; p = 0.406) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 44) (n = 27) (n = 18) (n = 74) (n = 62) (n = 30) (n = 118) (n = 89) (n = 48) 
No problem 61.36 74.07 38.89 64.86 72.58 66.67 63.56 73.03 56.25 
Minor problem 2.27 7.41 5.56 6.76 6.45 13.33 5.08 6.74 10.42 
Big problem 36.36 18.52 55.56 28.38 20.97 20.00 31.36 20.22 33.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
17 
 
Table 31: Are there any other problems in your neighbourhood? (Question 15; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 30.76; df = 2; p < 0.0001 ) (x2 = 21.20; df = 2; p < 0.0001 ) (x2 = 92.35; df = 2; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 39) (n = 7) (n = 58) (n = 37) (n = 6) (n = 149) (n = 128) (n = 21) 
No problem 23.68 100.00 0.00 31.03 100.00 0.00 30.20 100.00 4.76 
Minor problem 76.32 0.00 28.57 68.97 0.00 66.67 69.80 0.00 38.10 
Big problem 0.00 0.00 71.43 0.00 0.00 33.33 0.00 0.00 57.14 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 32: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say in general, the condition of the physical 
environment in your neighbourhood has improved, worsened or stayed about the same? (Question 17; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.54; df = 2; p = 0.281) (x2 = 2.16; df = 2; p = 0.339) (x2 = 3.61; df = 2; p = 0.164) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 112) (n = 108) (n = 180) (n = 175) (n = 185) (n = 297) (n = 287) (n = 296) 
Better 13.68 12.50 7.41 9.44 15.43 8.65 11.11 14.29 8.11 
About the same 65.81 77.68 73.15 76.67 76.57 82.16 72.39 77.00 79.05 
Worse 20.51 9.82 19.44 13.89 8.00 9.19 16.50 8.71 12.84 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
3.2.1 Overview: housing and the physical environment. 
There was a slight increase in public and private NRA respondents recording that they were 
satisfied with their housing in 2009 compared with 2004 (Table 9). However, these changes 
were not statistically significant for public or private residents (p = 0.061 and 0.172 
respectively; Table 9). Overall, these increases became significant when NRA respondents 
were considered as a whole (p = 0.012) with more respondents stating they were satisfied in 
2009 (42.19%) compared to 2004 (37.00%; Table 9). The slight changes in satisfaction ratings 
for control respondents were not statistically significant (p = 0.476; Table 10).  
There was a decrease in the percentage NRA respondents rating the standard of housing as 
good between 2004 and 2009 (Table 11). However, these changes were not statistically 
significant (p = 0.228; Table 11). No statistically significant changes were observed for the 
control respondents (p = 0.606; Table 12).  
In 2009, more public housing respondents perceived the general standard of housing as 
having worsened over the past six – 12 months when compared with 2004 (14.95% and 
9.40%, respectively, p = 0.003; Table 13). There were no statistically significant changes to 
private housing residents perceptions from 2004 to 2009 (p = 0.371). There were statistically 
significant changes for the NRA respondents overall in regards to how they rated the 
standard of housing (p= 0.010; Table 13). For example, similar to the public housing 
18 
 
respondents, the trend for NRA respondents overall was for perceptions of change to be 
more negative in 2009 with 11.22% believing standards had worsened in 2009 compared 
with 7.17% in 2004 (Table 13).  
Neither the NRA or control respondents recorded statistically significant changes in ratings 
of the physical environment between 2004 and 2009 (p = 0.926 and p = 0.570 respectively; 
Tables 14 and 15). However, when questioned on specific aspects of the physical 
environment, NRA respondents indicated that several aspects had become increasingly 
problematic between 2004 and 2009, for example: noise (p <0.0001; Table 16), rubbish (p < 
0.0001; Table 18) and graffiti and vandalism (p < 0.0001; Table 22). The increase in 
respondents suggesting that these aspects were problematic was statistically significant for 
NRA respondents overall, as well as public housing residents and private housing residents. 
For control respondents some aspects became more of a problem for the respondents 
overall, without being statistically significant when respondents were stratified into upper 
and lower deciles, for example: noise (p = 0.005; Table 17), rubbish (p = 0.015; Table 19), and 
houses and fences not being looked after (p = 0.015; Table 21). NRA respondents considered 
children’s playgrounds to be less problematic in 2009 compared with 2004 (p < 0.0001; Table 
26) and this was statistically significant for both NRA respondents overall, as well as public 
housing residents and private housing residents. This is in contrast to control respondents 
who viewed children’s playgrounds as increasingly problematic in 2009 compared with 2004, 
however these changes were not statistically significant (p = 0.056; Table 27). NRA residents 
did not record any statistically significant changes in how much of a problem traffic and 
speeding were in 2009 compared with 2004 (p = 0.326; Table 28). However, the control 
group recorded a statistically significant increase in the proportion of respondents believing 
traffic and speeding were problematic in 2009 compared to 2004 (p = 0.026; Table 29).  
When NRA respondents reflected on whether conditions of the physical environment had 
changed or not over the past six – 12 months, fewer respondents thought they had changed, 
either for better or worse, in 2009 compared with 2004, however this was not statistically 
significant (p = 0.164; Table 32). In general, more NRA respondents believed conditions had 
stayed the same, when asked to comment in 2009, compared with 2004 (Table 32).  
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3.3  Transport, services and better government 
This section provides information on respondents’ reflections on transport services, local 
services and the three levels of government.   
Table 33: Generally, how would you rate the quality and accessibility of services for people living in your 
neighbourhood? (Question 18; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 25.32; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 20.46; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 45.05; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 115) (n = 114) (n = 107) (n = 171) (n = 171) (n = 175) (n = 286) (n = 285) (n = 285) 
Good 21.74 29.82 47.66 37.43 28.07 53.14 31.12 28.77 51.23 
Average 46.96 35.09 43.93 39.18 46.78 40.00 42.31 42.11 41.40 
Poor 31.30 35.09 8.41 23.39 25.15 6.86 26.57 29.12 7.37 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 34: Generally, how would you rate the quality and accessibility of services for people living in your 
neighbourhood? (Question 18; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.67; df = 2; p = 0.434) (x2 = 0.60; df = 2; p = 0.739) (x2 = 5.85; df = 2; p = 0.054) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 43) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 43) (n = 45) (n = 145) (n = 146) (n = 150) 
Good 66.67 55.81 71.11 62.07 46.51 66.67 60.69 49.32 68.67 
Average 27.78 37.21 17.78 31.03 34.88 24.44 33.79 34.25 22.00 
Poor 5.56 6.98 11.11 6.90 18.60 8.89 5.52 16.44 9.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 35: What is your main form of transport? (Question 19; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 13.59; df = 6; p = 0.035) (x2 = 12.71; df = 6; p = 0.048) (x2 = 16.63; df = 6; p = 0.011) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 104) (n = 106) (n = 180) (n = 151) (n = 178) (n = 300) (n = 255) (n = 287) 
Car or motorbike 70.00 68.27 69.81 82.22 81.46 86.52 77.33 76.08 80.49 
Public transport 0.83 0.96 6.60 0.00 0.66 2.81 0.33 0.78 4.18 
Taxis 10.83 5.77 2.83 1.67 2.65 2.25 5.33 3.92 2.44 
Cycling 0.83 1.92 0.94 2.22 0.66 1.12 1.67 1.18 1.05 
Walking 15.83 21.15 18.87 12.78 12.58 5.06 14.00 16.08 10.10 
Other 1.67 1.92 0.00 0.56 1.99 1.12 1.00 1.96 0.70 
Don't go out much 0.00 0.00 0.94 0.56 0.00 1.12 0.33 0.00 1.05 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 36: How would you rate public transport services for people in your neighbourhood? (Question 20; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 96.75; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 46.20; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 132.23; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 111) (n = 109) (n = 105) (n = 163) (n = 160) (n = 162) (n = 274) (n = 269) (n = 270) 
Good 14.41 12.84 56.19 25.15 16.25 45.06 20.80 14.87 49.26 
Average 16.22 25.69 39.05 23.93 27.50 39.51 20.80 26.77 39.26 
Poor 69.37 61.47 4.76 50.92 56.25 15.43 58.39 58.36 11.48 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 37: How would you rate public transport services for people in your neighbourhood? (Question 20; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 3.47; df = 2; p = 0.177) (x2 = 6.04; df = 2; p = 0.049) (x2 = 25.46; df = 2; p <0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 32) (n = 43) (n = 42) (n = 54) (n = 43) (n = 44) (n = 135) (n = 144) (n = 145) 
Good 34.38 16.28 54.76 24.07 16.28 38.64 22.96 15.28 48.28 
Average 34.38 30.23 19.05 29.63 23.26 38.64 34.81 28.47 33.10 
Poor 31.25 53.49 26.19 46.30 60.47 22.73 42.22 56.25 18.62 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 38: Looking back over the past 6-12 months, would you say in general, transport services for people in 
your neighbourhood have improved, worsened or stayed the same? (Question 22; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 91.96; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 119.41; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 209.14; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 109) (n = 102) (n = 167) (n = 165) (n = 169) (n = 280) (n = 274) (n = 273) 
Better 2.65 1.83 61.76 2.99 2.42 57.40 2.86 2.19 58.97 
About the same 85.84 84.40 38.24 85.63 86.06 40.24 85.71 85.40 39.19 
Worse 11.50 13.76 0.00 11.38 11.52 2.37 11.43 12.41 1.83 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 39: With regard to the federal government, would you agree or disagree that government can generally 
be trusted to do what is best for people in this neighbourhood? (Question 23; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 13.23; df = 4; p = 0.010) (x2 = 21.12; df = 4; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 27.88; df = 4; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 94) (n = 96) (n = 88) (n = 159) (n = 157) (n = 164) (n = 253) (n = 253) (n = 255) 
Disagree strongly 29.79 48.96 35.23 30.82 25.48 17.68 30.43 34.39 23.53 
Disagree 48.94 29.17 25.00 38.99 33.76 32.32 42.69 32.02 29.41 
Neither 10.64 10.42 21.59 18.24 21.02 19.51 15.42 17.00 20.39 
Agree 10.64 9.38 17.05 11.95 16.56 28.05 11.46 13.83 24.31 
Agree strongly 0.00 2.08 1.14 0.00 3.18 2.44 0.00 2.77 2.35 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 40: With regard to the federal government, would you agree or disagree that the government can 
generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this neighbourhood? (Question 23; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 5.95; df = 4; p = 0.203) (x2 = 4.44; df = 4; p = 0.350) (x2 = 14.22; df = 4; p = 0.007) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 34) (n = 44) (n = 44) (n = 55) (n = 43) (n = 44) (n = 140) (n = 144) (n = 147) 
Disagree strongly 8.82 15.91 20.45 14.55 20.93 18.18 12.86 23.61 17.01 
Disagree 29.41 25.00 34.09 29.09 27.91 38.64 30.71 25.69 31.29 
Neither 23.53 13.64 9.09 20.00 13.95 6.82 22.14 14.58 8.84 
Agree 35.29 40.91 27.27 32.73 34.88 29.55 32.14 30.56 34.69 
Agree strongly 2.94 4.55 9.09 3.64 2.33 6.82 2.14 5.56 8.16 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 41: With regard to the state government, would you agree or disagree that the government can 
generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this neighbourhood? (Question 23; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 8.24; df = 4; p = 0.083) (x2 = 10.31; df = 4; p = 0.036) (x2 = 12.15; df = 4; p = 0.016) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 94) (n = 98) (n = 89) (n = 159) (n = 157) (n = 166) (n = 253) (n = 255) (n = 257) 
Disagree strongly 28.72 51.02 30.34 27.67 23.57 15.06 28.06 34.12 20.23 
Disagree 41.49 21.43 24.72 36.48 36.94 36.14 38.34 30.98 31.91 
Neither 13.83 9.18 17.98 18.24 20.38 21.08 16.60 16.08 20.23 
Agree 15.96 14.29 24.72 16.35 17.83 26.51 16.21 16.47 26.07 
Agree strongly 0.00 4.08 2.25 1.26 1.27 1.20 0.79 2.35 1.56 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 42: With regard to the state government, would you agree or disagree that the government can 
generally be trusted to do what is best for people in this neighbourhood? (Question 23; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 8.15; df = 4; p = 0.086) (x2 = 1.27; df = 3; p = 0.736) (x2 = 13.83; df = 4; p = 0.008) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 43) (n = 44) (n = 53) (n = 43) (n = 44) (n = 141) (n = 143) (n = 147) 
Disagree strongly 8.11 16.28 15.91 9.43 23.26 13.64 12.77 27.27 14.97 
Disagree 40.54 44.19 29.55 41.51 30.23 38.64 43.97 28.67 32.65 
Neither 21.62 18.60 9.09 15.09 16.28 9.09 16.31 16.08 9.52 
Agree 29.73 16.28 34.09 33.96 27.91 38.64 26.24 25.17 36.73 
Agree strongly 0.00 4.65 11.36 0.00 2.33 0.00 0.71 2.80 6.12 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 43: With regard to the local council, would you agree or disagree that the government can generally be 
trusted to do what is best for people in this neighbourhood? (Question 23; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.86; df = 4; p = 0.302) (x2 = 10.17; df = 4; p = 0.038) (x2 = 14.64; df = 4; p = 0.006) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 102) (n = 98) (n = 90) (n = 163) (n = 162) (n = 167) (n = 265) (n = 260) (n = 259) 
Disagree strongly 33.33 43.88 30.00 25.15 24.07 25.15 28.30 31.54 26.64 
Disagree 30.39 21.43 25.56 32.52 29.63 24.55 31.70 26.54 24.71 
Neither 8.82 12.24 13.33 11.66 15.43 22.75 10.57 14.23 19.69 
Agree 27.45 20.41 27.78 30.06 30.25 25.15 29.06 26.54 26.25 
Agree strongly 0.00 2.04 3.33 0.61 0.62 2.40 0.38 1.15 2.70 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 44: With regard to the local council, would you agree or disagree that the government can generally be 
trusted to do what is best for people in this neighbourhood? (Question 23; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 7.69; df = 4; p = 0.104) (x2 = 15.14; df = 4; p = 0.004) (x2 = 21.13; df = 4; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 44) (n = 43) (n = 56) (n = 44) (n = 44) (n = 144) (n = 146) (n = 146) 
Disagree strongly 7.89 22.73 23.26 7.14 36.36 29.55 9.03 28.77 25.34 
Disagree 15.79 20.45 23.26 21.43 25.00 31.82 20.14 19.86 27.40 
Neither 15.79 13.64 16.28 16.07 11.36 2.27 13.89 14.38 9.59 
Agree 55.26 40.91 27.91 48.21 25.00 29.55 50.00 31.51 30.14 
Agree strongly 5.26 2.27 9.30 7.14 2.27 6.82 6.94 5.48 7.53 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 45: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say that in general, the performance of 
government in your neighbourhood has improved, worsened or stayed about the same? (Question 25; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.30; df = 2; p = 0.116) (x2 = 1.49; df = 2; p = 0.474) (x2 = 3.30; df = 2; p = 0.192) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 107) (n = 95) (n = 173) (n = 165) (n = 177) (n = 286) (n = 272) (n = 274) 
Better 10.62 7.48 3.16 5.78 2.42 5.08 7.69 4.41 4.38 
About the same 74.34 74.77 81.05 83.82 80.61 80.23 80.07 78.31 80.66 
Worse 15.04 17.76 15.79 10.40 16.97 14.69 12.24 17.28 14.96 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
3.3.1 Overview: transport, services and better government 
In 2009, more NRA respondents rated the quality and accessibility of the services for people 
in their area as good (51.23%) compared with 2004 (31.12%) and this change was 
statistically significant (p < 0.0001; Table 33). Additionally, a lesser proportion of NRA 
respondents rated the services as poor in 2009, compared to 2004 (7.37% and 26.57%, 
respectively; Table 33). This was true for NRA respondents overall, as well as public housing 
residents and private housing residents. In contrast, while more control respondents rated 
the services as good in 2009 compared with 2004 (68.67% and 60.69%, respectively) this 
change was not statistically significant (p = 0.054). Additionally, a greater proportion of 
control respondents also rated the services as poor in 2009, compared with 2004 (9.33% and 
5.52%, respectively; Table 34).  
There were statistically significant changes in the main form of transport used by NRA 
respondents, overall (p = 0.011) as well as for public (p = 0.035) and private (p = 0.048) 
housing residents, between 2004 and 2009 (Table 35). The main differences were increases 
in those using a car, motorbike or public transport and decreases in those using taxis and 
walking (Table 35). For example, in 2009 2.83% of public housing residents relied on taxis as 
their main form of transport compared with 10.83% in 2004 (Table 35).  
Both the NRA and control group recorded statistically significant increases in the proportion 
of respondents rating public transport as good in 2009, when compared to 2004 (Tables 36 
and 37). This corresponded with decreases in the proportion of respondents rating public 
transport as poor (Tables 36 and 37). Overall NRA respondents recorded statistically 
significant changes in the rating of public transport that remained statistically significant 
following stratification into public and private housing residents (p < 0.0001 for each group; 
Table 36). Overall, the control group recorded statistically significant changes to the rating of 
public transport (p < 0.0001). Following stratification, the higher deciles recorded a 
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statistically significant change (p = 0.049) however the lower decile respondents did not (p = 
0.177; Table 37).  
Further to this, there was a statistically significant increase in the proportion of NRA 
respondents who perceived that public transport had changed for the better in the past six – 
12 months (p < 0.0001; Table 38). More than half of NRA respondents believed that change 
had occurred when asked in 2009, and it was change for the better (public housing = 61.76%, 
private housing = 57.40% and overall = 58.97%; Table 38). 
Agreement in the level of trust for all three levels of government: federal, state and local, 
was generally better for NRA respondents in 2009 when compared with 2004 (Tables 39, 41 
and 43). Agreement that the federal government could be trusted increased from 11% in 
2004 to 24% in 2009 for the NRA group overall (p < 0.0001) and similar trends were seen in 
public and private housing (public housing 10.64% to 17.05%, p = 0.010, private housing 
11.95% to 28.05%, p < 0.0001; Table 39). Similar increases in agreement that the state 
government could be trusted were observed (16.21% to 26.07%, p = 0.016) however after 
stratification, the increases were only statistically significant in the private housing group 
(16.35% to 26.51%, p = 0.036; Table 41). For local council there was a smaller proportion of 
respondents who disagreed or strongly disagreed that the local council could be trusted, 
however this did not necessarily correspond with increases in agreement. Additionally, the 
changes in agreement with the statement that local council could be trusted were only 
statistically significant for the NRA overall (p = 0.006), and the private housing residents (p = 
0.038), not the public housing residents (p = 0.302; Table 43).  
Changes in the level of trust in the government for the control group were not consistent 
with those observed in the NRA group. A greater proportion of control respondents 
disagreed strongly with the statement that the federal government could generally be 
trusted (2004 = 12.86% and 2009= 17.01%; p = 0.007). Concurrently, there was an increase 
in those who agreed strongly, from 2.14% in 2004 to 8.16% in 2009. These changes were 
only statistically significant for the control group overall (p = 0.007) not the upper deciles (p 
= 0.203) or lower deciles (p = 0.350; Table 40). State government was trusted more by 
control respondents in 2009, and similarly, this was only statistically significant for the 
control group overall (p = 0.008) not the groups stratified by decile (deciles 1-3 p = 0.086, 
deciles 8-10 p = 0.736; Table 42). Overall, those in the control group who strongly disagreed 
that the local council could be trusted increased from 9% in 2004 to 25% in 2009 and those 
who agreed decreased from 50% to 30% (p < 0.0001; Table 44). When stratified by decile 
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this was statistically significant for deciles 8 – 10 (p = 0.004) but not for deciles 1 – 3 (p = 
0.104; Table 44).  
There was a decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents who though that the 
performance of government had improved over the past 6 – 12 months from 8% in 2004 to 
4% in 2009 however this was not statistically significant (p = 0.192; Table 45).  
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3.4  Employment, education and the local economy 
This section provides information on respondents’ views and perceptions on employment, 
education and the local economy. 
Table 46: What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Question 26; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.47; df = 5; p = 0.362) (x2 = 6.17; df = 5; p = 0.290) (x2 = 3.87; df = 5; p = 0.568) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 112) (n = 110) (n = 178) (n = 175) (n = 180) (n = 298) (n = 287) (n = 293) 
Primary school 8.33 15.18 13.64 9.55 12.57 9.44 9.06 13.59 10.92 
Year 10 60.83 51.79 58.18 50.56 45.14 42.22 54.70 47.74 48.46 
Year 11 13.33 18.75 16.36 18.54 17.71 16.11 16.44 18.12 16.38 
year 12 10.00 11.61 9.09 10.11 14.29 16.67 10.07 13.24 13.65 
TAFE 5.00 0.89 2.73 6.18 5.71 10.00 5.70 3.83 7.17 
University 2.50 1.79 0.00 5.06 4.57 5.56 4.03 3.48 3.41 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 47: What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Question 26; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 6.01; df = 5; p = 0.305) (x2 = 4.27; df = 5; p = 0.512) (x2 = 2.58; df = 5; p = 0.765) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 42) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 149) (n = 149) (n = 144) 
Primary school 7.89 4.44 0.00 5.17 0.00 2.27 6.04 7.38 3.47 
Year 10 26.32 40.00 26.19 27.59 15.56 13.64 27.52 27.52 24.31 
Year 11 15.79 11.11 19.05 18.97 20.00 27.27 18.12 11.41 19.44 
year 12 10.53 20.00 21.43 13.79 24.44 13.64 14.77 16.11 15.97 
TAFE 21.05 13.33 11.90 12.07 17.78 18.18 12.08 19.46 16.67 
University 18.42 11.11 21.43 22.41 22.22 25.00 21.48 18.12 20.14 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 48: How would you rate the opportunities and facilities for people in your neighbourhood to get 
education and training? (Question 27; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.11; df = 2; p = 0.947) (x2 = 12.36; df = 2; p = 0.002) (x2 = 7.51; df = 2; p = 0.023) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 115) (n = 111) (n = 107) (n = 174) (n = 174) (n = 180) (n = 289) (n = 285) (n = 290) 
Good 43.48 39.64 42.99 54.02 44.83 36.11 49.83 42.81 38.62 
Average 37.39 47.75 39.25 34.48 45.40 43.89 35.64 46.32 42.41 
Poor 19.13 12.61 17.76 11.49 9.77 20.00 14.53 10.88 18.97 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 49: How would you rate the opportunities and facilities for people in your neighbourhood to get 
education and training? (Question 27; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.46; df = 2; p = 0.482) (x2 = 8.38; df = 2; p = 0.015) (x2 = 5.23; df = 2; p = 0.730) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 147) (n = 149) (n = 148) 
Good 69.44 73.33 68.89 72.41 65.91 48.89 67.35 63.76 56.76 
Average 27.78 20.00 22.22 24.14 18.18 33.33 26.53 18.79 30.41 
Poor 2.78 6.67 8.89 3.45 15.91 17.78 6.12 17.45 12.84 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 50: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of kindergartens? (Question 28; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 12.56; df = 2; p = 0.002) (x2 = 0.20; df = 2; p = 0.906) (x2 = 3.84; df = 2; p = 0.147) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 102) (n = 99) (n = 90) (n = 150) (n = 149) (n = 137) (n = 252) (n = 248) (n = 229) 
Poor 11.76 7.07 0.00 5.33 11.41 6.57 7.94 9.68 3.93 
Average 31.37 26.26 27.78 18.67 20.13 18.25 23.81 22.58 22.27 
Good 56.86 66.67 72.22 76.00 68.46 75.18 68.25 67.74 73.80 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 51: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of kindergartens? (Question 28; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.35; df = 1; p = 0.555) (x2 = 1.31; df = 2; p = 0.519) (x2 = 1.69; df = 2; p = 0.430) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 40) (n = 40) (n = 53) (n = 42) (n = 44) (n = 135) (n = 135) (n = 141) 
Poor 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.27 1.48 3.70 1.42 
Average 8.33 20.00 12.50 7.55 19.05 9.09 7.41 17.78 12.06 
Good 91.67 77.50 87.50 92.45 80.95 88.64 91.11 78.52 86.52 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 52: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of primary schools? (Question 28; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.06; df = 2; p = 0.216) (x2 = 4.72; df = 2; p = 0.094) (x2 = 0.18; df = 2; p = 0.913) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 111) (n = 108) (n = 95) (n = 168) (n = 169) (n = 164) (n = 279) (n = 277) (n = 262) 
Poor 6.31 6.48 5.26 2.98 6.51 4.27 4.30 6.50 4.58 
Average 32.43 13.89 22.11 12.50 17.75 20.73 20.43 16.25 21.76 
Good 61.26 79.63 72.63 84.52 75.74 75.00 75.27 77.26 73.66 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 53: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of primary school? (Question 28; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.72; df = 1; p = 0.397) (x2 = 1.78; df = 2; p = 0.411) (x2 = 0.38; df = 2; p = 0.827) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 43) (n = 43) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 142) (n = 145) (n = 145) 
Poor 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.72 0.00 2.27 0.70 1.38 1.38 
Average 2.78 11.63 6.98 12.07 17.78 4.55 8.45 12.41 7.59 
Good 97.22 88.37 93.02 86.21 82.22 93.18 90.85 86.21 91.03 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 54: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of secondary schools and colleges? (Question 28; 
NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.37; df = 2; p = 0.113) (x2 = 29.67; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 30.55; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 100) (n = 108) (n = 95) (n = 169) (n = 168) (n = 170) (n = 269) (n = 276) (n = 267) 
Poor 9.00 4.63 16.84 3.55 1.79 17.06 5.58 2.90 16.85 
Average 26.00 27.78 31.58 18.34 27.38 31.18 21.19 27.54 31.46 
Good 65.00 67.59 51.58 78.11 70.83 51.76 73.23 69.57 51.69 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 55: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of secondary schools and colleges? (Question 28; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 4.95; df = 2; p = 0.084) (x2 = 5.67; df = 2; p = 0.059) (x2 = 21.98; df = 2; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 43) (n = 45) (n = 55) (n = 44) (n = 44) (n = 140) (n = 144) (n = 148) 
Poor 0.00 4.65 8.89 1.82 4.55 11.36 2.14 5.56 12.16 
Average 13.51 20.93 22.22 16.36 25.00 25.00 12.86 20.83 26.35 
Good 86.49 74.42 68.89 81.82 70.45 63.64 85.00 73.61 61.49 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 56: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of adult education services? (Question 28; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.42; df = 2; p = 0.491) (x2 = 11.12; df = 2; p = 0.004) (x2 = 3.80; df = 2; p = 0.150) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 103) (n = 97) (n = 92) (n = 145) (n = 162) (n = 149) (n = 248) (n = 259) (n = 244) 
Poor 14.56 8.25 9.78 6.90 5.56 20.13 10.08 6.56 15.98 
Average 35.92 30.93 33.70 34.48 29.63 31.54 35.08 30.12 33.20 
Good 49.51 60.82 56.52 58.62 64.81 48.32 54.84 63.32 50.82 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 57: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of adult education services? (Question 28; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.20; df = 2; p = 0.903) (x2 = 3.52; df = 2; p = 0.172) (x2 = 0.98; df = 2; p = 0.611) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 34) (n = 38) (n = 42) (n = 55) (n = 42) (n = 41) (n = 138) (n = 135) (n = 139) 
Poor 5.88 7.89 4.76 5.45 11.90 17.07 7.25 11.11 10.07 
Average 32.35 31.58 28.57 21.82 35.71 21.95 27.54 30.37 29.50 
Good 61.76 60.53 66.67 72.73 52.38 60.98 65.22 58.52 60.43 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 58: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of technical education (TAFEs)? (Question 28; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 6.84; df = 2; p = 0.033) (x2 = 10.81; df = 2; p = 0.004) (x2 = 3.80; df = 2; p = 0.150) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 90) (n = 84) (n = 70) (n = 139) (n = 130) (n = 137) (n = 229) (n = 214) (n = 209) 
Poor 35.56 22.62 17.14 22.30 17.69 37.23 27.51 19.63 30.14 
Average 30.00 26.19 41.43 30.22 34.62 32.85 30.13 31.31 36.36 
Good 34.44 51.19 41.43 47.48 47.69 29.93 42.36 49.07 33.49 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 59: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of technical education (TAFEs)? (Question 28; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.56; df = 2; p = 0.278) (x2 = 1.22; df = 2; p = 0.544) (x2 = 4.49; df = 2; p = 0.106) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 34) (n = 39) (n = 40) (n = 49) (n = 43) (n = 43) (n = 126) (n = 138) (n = 136) 
Poor 17.65 23.08 22.50 16.33 39.53 25.58 18.25 34.78 25.74 
Average 26.47 25.64 40.00 32.65 37.21 30.23 30.95 28.99 36.03 
Good 55.88 51.28 37.50 51.02 23.26 44.19 50.79 36.23 38.24 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 60: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of universities? (Question 28; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.81; df = 2; p = 0.666) (x2 = 4.99; df = 2; p = 0.083) (x2 = 1.94; df = 2; p = 0.378) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 77) (n = 69) (n = 55) (n = 124) (n = 112) (n = 122) (n = 201) (n = 181) (n = 179) 
Poor 79.22 76.81 72.73 73.39 85.71 81.15 75.62 82.32 78.77 
Average 12.99 13.04 18.18 17.74 7.14 8.20 15.92 9.39 11.17 
Good 7.79 10.14 9.09 8.87 7.14 10.66 8.46 8.29 10.06 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 61: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of universities? (Question 28; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.16; df = 2; p = 0.560) (x2 = 0.88; df = 2; p = 0.644) (x2 = 1.16; df = 2; p = 0.560) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 27) (n = 39) (n = 33) (n = 50) (n = 41) (n = 39) (n = 115) (n = 132) (n = 123) 
Poor 55.56 61.54 66.67 56.00 63.41 46.15 62.61 57.58 56.10 
Average 18.52 12.82 18.18 24.00 24.39 30.77 20.87 21.97 26.02 
Good 25.93 25.64 15.15 20.00 12.20 23.08 16.52 20.45 17.89 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 62: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of the local library? (Question 28; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.90; df = 2; p = 0.234) (x2 = 18.74; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 16.88; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 108) (n = 106) (n = 89) (n = 166) (n = 169) (n = 156) (n = 274) (n = 275) (n = 248) 
Poor 13.89 5.66 11.24 6.63 5.92 17.95 9.49 5.82 16.13 
Average 26.85 24.53 38.20 22.29 29.59 33.33 24.09 27.64 35.08 
Good 59.26 69.81 50.56 71.08 64.50 48.72 66.42 66.55 48.79 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 63: How would you rate the quality and accessibility of the local library? (Question 28; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 13.23; df = 2; p = 0.001) (x2 = 14.06; df = 2; p = 0.001) (x2 = 33.11; df = 2; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 41) (n = 43) (n = 55) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 141) (n = 142) (n = 146) 
Poor 2.78 12.20 30.23 0.00 11.36 20.00 4.26 11.97 27.40 
Average 22.22 19.51 30.23 27.27 34.09 33.33 26.24 23.24 29.45 
Good 75.00 68.29 39.53 72.73 54.55 46.67 69.50 64.79 43.15 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 64: Over the last 6-12 months, do you think that the opportunities for education and training for people 
in your neighbourhood have improved, worsened or stayed the same? (Question 30; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.92; df = 2; p = 0.631) (x2 = 28.22; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 25.40; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 112) (n = 113) (n = 104) (n = 172) (n = 160) (n = 170) (n = 284) (n = 273) (n = 276) 
Better 13.39 15.93 13.46 18.60 10.63 10.00 16.55 12.82 11.23 
About the same 81.25 75.22 77.88 78.49 86.88 69.41 79.58 82.05 72.46 
Worse 5.36 8.85 8.65 2.91 2.50 20.59 3.87 5.13 16.30 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 65: How would you rate the opportunities for people in your neighbourhood to get satisfactory jobs, 
either in this neighbourhood or nearby (within 30 minutes travelling time by car or bus)? (Question 31; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.18; df = 2; p = 0.554) (x2 = 9.93; df = 2; p = 0.007) (x2 = 9.23; df = 2; p = 0.010) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 113) (n = 105) (n = 177) (n = 174) (n = 177) (n = 290) (n = 287) (n = 285) 
Good 13.27 15.93 9.52 29.38 26.44 23.73 23.10 22.30 18.25 
Average 42.48 41.59 48.57 37.29 52.87 53.67 39.31 48.43 51.93 
Poor 44.25 42.48 41.90 33.33 20.69 22.60 37.59 29.27 29.82 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 66: How would you rate the opportunities for people in your neighbourhood to get satisfactory jobs, 
either in this neighbourhood or nearby (within 30 minutes travelling time by car or bus)? (Question 31; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.29; df = 2; p = 0.866) (x2 = 1.06; df = 2; p = 0.589) (x2 = 2.34; df = 2; p = 0.311) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 35) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 53) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 139) (n = 146) (n = 148) 
Good 37.14 34.09 37.78 32.08 31.11 38.64 33.81 33.56 39.19 
Average 42.86 47.73 46.67 49.06 51.11 38.64 43.88 43.15 45.27 
Poor 20.00 18.18 15.56 18.87 17.78 22.73 22.30 23.29 15.54 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 67: How would you rate the quality and availability of local services and agencies to help people find 
work? (Question 32; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.76; df = 2; p = 0.093) (x2 = 7.34; df = 2; p = 0.025) (x2 = 11.48; df = 2; p = 0.003) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 108) (n = 116) (n = 106) (n = 161) (n = 165) (n = 160) (n = 269) (n = 281) (n = 269) 
Good 43.52 28.45 32.08 47.83 46.67 33.13 46.10 39.15 32.71 
Average 40.74 50.00 41.51 37.89 40.61 46.88 39.03 44.48 44.61 
Poor 15.74 21.55 26.42 14.29 12.73 20.00 14.87 16.37 22.68 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 68: How would you rate the quality and availability of local services and agencies to help people find 
work? (Question 32; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.32; df = 2; p = 0.517) (x2 = 2.44; df = 2; p = 0.296) (x2 = 1.48; df = 2; p = 0.477) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 34) (n = 43) (n = 42) (n = 49) (n = 41) (n = 44) (n = 127) (n = 138) (n = 142) 
Good 58.82 48.84 59.52 73.47 58.54 59.09 62.99 52.90 63.38 
Average 23.53 39.53 30.95 18.37 26.83 31.82 25.20 29.71 28.87 
Poor 17.65 11.63 9.52 8.16 14.63 9.09 11.81 17.39 7.75 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 69: What is your employment situation? (Question 33; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 30.40; df = 8; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 6.23; df = 8; p = 0.622) (x2 = 29.12; df = 8; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 109) (n = 106) (n = 180) (n = 168) (n = 180) (n = 300) (n = 277) (n = 288) 
Employed full time 7.50 8.26 8.49 23.33 22.62 28.33 17.00 16.97 20.83 
Employed part time 10.83 11.01 11.32 16.67 14.88 15.00 14.33 13.36 13.89 
In voluntary work 4.17 0.92 0.94 2.78 0.00 1.11 3.33 0.36 1.04 
Full time parenting, 
not in paid work 38.33 19.27 13.21 10.56 6.55 5.56 21.67 11.55 8.68 
Unemployed and 
looking for work 7.50 14.68 16.98 6.11 4.17 6.67 6.67 8.30 10.42 
Studying or training 0.83 8.26 3.77 3.33 0.60 2.22 2.33 3.61 2.78 
Disability pension 14.17 17.43 28.30 6.11 11.90 6.67 9.33 14.08 14.58 
Retired 7.50 11.93 12.26 20.56 27.98 24.44 15.33 21.66 19.79 
Other 9.17 8.26 4.72 10.56 11.31 10.00 10.00 10.11 7.99 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 70: What is your employment situation? (Question 33; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 13.82; df = 7; p = 0.054) (x2 = 5.60; df = 7; p = 0.587) (x2 = 8.45; df = 7; p = 0.295) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 41) (n = 41) (n = 57) (n = 30) (n = 41) (n = 148) (n = 123) (n = 139) 
Employed full time 31.58 29.27 29.27 21.05 20.00 31.71 27.70 25.20 31.65 
Employed part time 21.05 21.95 31.71 15.79 30.00 17.07 20.95 30.08 23.74 
In voluntary work 0.00 0.00 2.44 1.75 3.33 2.44 1.35 0.81 2.88 
Full time parenting, 
not in paid work 10.53 0.00 0.00 8.77 6.67 7.32 9.46 1.63 2.88 
Unemployed and 
looking for work 0.00 0.00 4.88 1.75 0.00 7.32 3.38 0.00 3.60 
Studying or training 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 0.00 0.81 0.00 
Disability pension 10.53 7.32 0.00 5.26 3.33 2.44 5.41 4.88 2.88 
Retired 23.68 41.46 31.71 42.11 33.33 31.71 29.73 36.59 31.65 
Other 2.63 0.00 0.00 3.51 0.00 0.00 2.03 0.00 0.72 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 71: How much do you agree that your work experience is satisfying and enjoyable? (Question 34; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.14; df = 3; p = 0.247) (x2 = 7.92; df = 3; p = 0.048) (x2 = 10.83; df = 3; p = 0.013) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 31) (n = 75) (n = 39) (n = 86) (n = 113) (n = 129) (n = 117) (n = 188) (n = 170) 
Disagree 12.90 17.33 10.26 6.98 7.08 10.08 8.55 11.17 10.00 
Neither 3.23 2.67 17.95 4.65 9.73 8.53 4.27 6.91 11.18 
Agree 74.19 36.00 58.97 79.07 63.72 61.24 77.78 52.66 60.59 
Not relevant 9.68 44.00 12.82 9.30 19.47 20.16 9.40 29.26 18.24 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 72: How much do you agree that you desire further training? (Question 34; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.35; df = 3; p = 0.227) (x2 = 2.55; df = 3; p = 0.467) (x2 = 5.36; df = 3; p = 0.147) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 31) (n = 71) (n = 35) (n = 82) (n = 111) (n = 124) (n = 113) (n = 182) (n = 161) 
Disagree 45.16 16.90 28.57 43.90 44.14 33.87 44.25 33.52 32.30 
Neither 3.23 4.23 17.14 12.20 12.61 15.32 9.73 9.34 15.53 
Agree 32.26 33.80 31.43 23.17 17.12 23.39 25.66 23.63 25.47 
Not relevant 19.35 45.07 22.86 20.73 26.13 27.42 20.35 33.52 26.71 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 73: How much do you agree that you desire longer hours? (Question 34; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.64; df = 3; p = 0.131) (x2 = 8.19; df = 3; p = 0.042) (x2 = 13.22; df = 3; p = 0.004) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 31) (n = 72) (n = 35) (n = 86) (n = 113) (n = 123) (n = 117) (n = 185) (n = 160) 
Disagree 45.16 26.39 31.43 53.49 46.02 42.28 51.28 38.38 40.00 
Neither 3.23 0.00 20.00 5.81 8.85 12.20 5.13 5.41 13.75 
Agree 38.71 25.00 28.57 26.74 22.12 19.51 29.91 23.24 21.25 
Not relevant 12.90 48.61 20.00 13.95 23.01 26.02 13.68 32.97 25.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 74: How much do you agree that you desire fewer hours? (Question 34; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.95; df = 3; p = 0.583) (x2 = 8.62; df = 3; p = 0.035) (x2 = 10.41; df = 3; p = 0.015) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 31) (n = 71) (n = 35) (n = 84) (n = 112) (n = 124) (n = 115) (n = 183) (n = 161) 
Disagree 51.61 35.21 40.00 58.33 49.11 41.94 56.52 43.72 41.61 
Neither 12.90 4.23 20.00 9.52 14.29 16.94 10.43 10.38 17.39 
Agree 19.35 8.45 14.29 17.86 10.71 14.52 18.26 9.84 14.29 
Not relevant 16.13 52.11 25.71 14.29 25.89 26.61 14.78 36.07 26.71 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 75: How would you rate the state of the local economy in your neighbourhood? (Question 36; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.64; df = 2; p = 0.443) (x2 = 2.11; df = 2; p = 0.348) (x2 = 1.53; df = 2; p = 0.465) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 106) (n = 103) (n = 95) (n = 133) (n = 134) (n = 141) (n = 239) (n = 237) (n = 238) 
Good 13.21 25.24 18.95 27.82 32.84 24.82 21.34 29.54 22.27 
Average 53.77 51.46 46.32 56.39 49.25 52.48 55.23 50.21 50.00 
Poor 33.02 23.30 34.74 15.79 17.91 22.70 23.43 20.25 27.73 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 76: How would you rate the state of the local economy in your neighbourhood? (Question 36; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.43; df = 2; p = 0.807) (x2 = 1.62; df = 2; p = 0.445) (x2 = 1.21; df = 2; p = 0.546) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 43) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 146) (n = 146) (n = 147) 
Good 47.22 51.16 40.00 46.55 60.00 54.55 45.89 56.16 47.62 
Average 47.22 41.86 53.33 51.72 35.56 40.91 49.32 36.99 44.90 
Poor 5.56 6.98 6.67 1.72 4.44 4.55 4.79 6.85 7.48 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 77: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say that the local economy in your 
neighbourhood has improved, worsened or stayed the same? (Question 38; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.67; df = 2; p = 0.263) (x2 = 17.82; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 18.71; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 107) (n = 114) (n = 105) (n = 173) (n = 169) (n = 171) (n = 280) (n = 283) (n = 278) 
Better 7.48 14.04 5.71 12.72 18.93 4.09 10.71 16.96 4.68 
About the same 76.64 77.19 69.52 76.88 71.60 71.35 76.79 73.85 70.50 
Worse 15.89 8.77 24.76 10.40 9.47 24.56 12.50 9.19 24.82 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
3.4.1 Overview: employment, education and the local economy 
There were no statistically significant changes in the level of education reported by 
respondents between 2004 and 2009 for the NRA group (p = 0.568) or the control group (p = 
0.765; Tables 46 and 47). Opportunities to receive education and training were rated less 
favourably in 2009 compared with 2004 by both NRA and control respondents (see Tables 48 
and 49). In 2009, 39% of NRA respondents rated educational opportunities and facilities as 
good, compared with 50% in 2004 (p = 0.023; Table 48). This trend was apparent for the 
private housing residents (p = 0.002) but not the public housing residents (p = 0.947). For the 
control group, only the deciles 8 – 10 group recorded a statistically significant difference 
with the proportion rating educational facilities as good dropping from 72 % to 49% (p = 
0.015; Table 49).  
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NRA and control group respondents were asked to rate specific educational facilities 
individually. NRA respondents rated kindergartens more favourably in 2009 when compared 
with 2004 however this difference was only statistically significant for those living in public 
housing (p = 0.002; Table 50). There were no statistically significant changes in the rating of 
kindergartens given by control respondents (p = 0.430; Table 51).  
Neither the NRA nor the control group displayed statistically significant changes in the rating 
of primary schools between 2004 and 2009 (p = 0.913 and p = 0.827, respectively; Tables 52 
and 53). 
The quality and availability of secondary schools and colleges was rated less favourably in 
2009 compared with 2004 for both the NRA and control groups (Tables 54 and 55). This was 
statistically significant for the NRA overall (p < 0.0001), private housing residents (p < 
0.0001) and the control group overall (p < 0.0001; Table 54). For the control group the 
difference in rating for secondary schools and colleges was only statistically significant in the 
overall group (p < 0.0001), when stratified into decile groups the changes were not 
statistically significant (Deciles 1 – 3 p = 0.084 and Deciles 8 – 10 p = 0.059; Table 55).  
A greater proportion of NRA private housing residents rated adult education as poor in 2009 
(20.13%) compared with 2004 (6.90%, p = 0.004; Table 56). However, there were no 
statistically significant changes in the rating of adult education for public housing residents 
(p = 0.491) or the NRA group overall (p = 0.150; Table 56). No statistically significant changes 
in the ratings given by control group respondents from 2004 to 2009 were recorded (Table 
57).  
Both public and private residents from the NRA group recorded statistically significant 
changes in their rating of technical education including TAFEs; however the changes were 
not the same for each group (Table 58). A greater proportion of public housing residents 
rated TAFEs as good in 2009 (41.43%) compared with 2004 (34.44%, p = 0.033), however the 
opposite was true for private housing residents (29.93% in 2009 and 47.48% in 2004, p = 
0.0004; Table 58). The difference in the direction of change for public and private housing 
residents meant that overall, there were no statistically significant changes for the NRA 
group as a whole (p = 0.150; Table 58). There were no statistically significant changes in 
ratings for the control group (p = 0.106; Table 59).  
Both the NRA and control groups gave similar ratings for universities in 2009 when 
compared with 2004 (Tables 60 and 61). While there were slight increases in the proportion 
of NRA respondents who rated the quality and accessibility of universities as poor in 2009 
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(78.77%) compared with 2004 (75.62%) this increase was not statistically significant (p = 
0.378; Table 60). In contrast, the control group were less likely to rate universities poorly in 
2009 (56.10%) compared with 2004 (62.61%), however the difference in ratings was not 
statistically significant (p = 0.506; Table 61).  
Both the NRA and control groups rated the local library less favourably in 2009 when 
compared with 2004 and this was statistically significant (p < 0.0001 for both groups; Tables 
62 and 63). For the NRA group overall, the proportion of respondents who rated the local 
library as poor in 2004 was 9%, compared with 16% in 2009 (Table 62). When stratified, the 
less favourable rating was not statistically significant for the public housing residents (p = 
0.234; Table 62). For the control group, the change in rating was statistically significant for 
all groups (p = 0.001 for both Deciles 1 – 3 and Deciles 8 – 10; Table 63). The greatest 
increase in poor ratings was observed in the Deciles 1 – 3 group which increased from 3% in 
2004 to 30% in 2009 (Table 63).  
The NRA group recorded an increase in the proportion of respondents who perceived 
opportunities for education and training to have worsened in the past six – 12 months when 
asked in 2009 (16.30%) compared with 2004 (3.87%, p < 0.0001; Table 64). The increase was 
statistically significant for the overall respondents as well as the private housing respondents 
(p < 0.0001); however, the slight difference observed in public housing respondents was not 
statistically significant (p = 0.631; Table 64).  
The control group did not record any statistically significant changes in the rating of 
employment opportunities or services and agencies that provide assistance in finding work 
(p = 0.311 and p = 0.477, respectively; Tables 66 and 68). In contrast, the NRA group 
recorded statistically significant changes in the responses for both questions (p = 0.010 and p 
= 0.003, respectively; Table 65 and 67). Overall, the NRA group recorded an increase in the 
proportion of respondents rating opportunities as ‘average’ (from 39.31% to 51.93% in 2009) 
and decreases in those rating opportunities as good or poor (Table 65). Following 
stratification, similar trends were apparent for both public and private housing residents but 
were only statistically significant in the private housing group (p = 0.007; Table 65). Local 
services and agencies were rated less favourably by the NRA group with an increase in the 
proportion of respondents rating them as poor (from 14.87% to 22.68%) and decreases in 
respondents rating them as good (46.10% to 32.71%, p = 0.003; Table 67). Similar trends 
were recorded for both public and private housing residents and these changes were 
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statistically significant for the private housing residents (p = 0.025) but not the public 
housing residents (p = 0.093; Table 67).  
There were statistically significant changes in the employment situations for respondents 
from the NRA group (p < 0.0001; Table 69) between 2004 and 2009. These changes included 
increases in those working full time (17.00% to 20.83%), unemployed (6.67% to 10.42%) and 
those receiving a disability pension (9.33% to 14.58%) and decreases in respondents who 
were engaged in full time parenting (21.67% to 8.68%; Table 69). These trends were also 
evident in the control group, with the exception of the disability pension, however they were 
not statistically significant (p = 0.295; Table 70).  
Fewer NRA respondents agreed that they found their work experience satisfying and 
enjoyable in 2009 compared with 2004 (60.59% and 77.78%, respectively, p = 0.013; Table 
71). Following stratification, these changes were statistically significant for the private 
housing residents (p = 0.048) but not the public housing residents (p = 0.247; Table 71). 
Between 2004 and 2009 there was no statistically significant change in the desire for further 
training reported by NRA respondents (Table 72).  
NRA respondents were asked about whether they desired longer hours or fewer hours of 
work. When NRA respondents were asked about whether they agreed that they would like 
longer hours there was a statistically significant difference in the responses in 2009 
compared to 2004 (p = 0.004; Table 73). Overall, less respondents agreed with this 
statement in 2009 (21.25%) compared with 2004 (29.91%; Table 73). Similarly, less 
respondents disagreed (56.52% in 2004 and 41.61% in 2009), which meant that there was an 
increase in those who neither agreed nor disagreed that they desired longer hours (from 
10.43% to 17.39%; Table 73). Similar changes were observed in the public and private 
housing residents, however the change in responses was statistically significant for the 
private housing residents (p = 0.042) but not the public housing residents (p = 0.131; Table 
73).  
A similar trend was observed when NRA respondents were asked about whether they 
agreed or disagreed that they desired fewer hours. Again, the increase in respondents who 
neither agreed nor disagreed was statistically significant overall (p = 0.015) and for the 
private housing residents (0.035) but not public housing residents (p = 0.583; Table 74).  
Neither the control group nor the NRA group recorded any statistically significant changes in 
the way respondents rated the local economy in 2009 compared with 2004 (Tables 75 and 
76). However, when NRA respondents were asked if they had perceived any change in the 
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local economy a greater proportion indicated they perceived it had worsened (24.82% in 
2009 and 12.50% in 2004, p < 0.0001; Table 77). 
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3.5  Health and wellbeing 
This section provides information on respondents’ views and reflections on both their own 
personal health and wellbeing and the health and wellbeing of residents within their own 
local neighbourhood. 
Table 78: How would you rate the general health and wellbeing of people in your neighbourhood? (Question 
39; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.02; df = 2; p = 0.081) (x2 = 0.15; df = 2; p = 0.926) (x2 = 2.70; df = 2; p = 0.259) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 114) (n = 111) (n = 105) (n = 173) (n = 171) (n = 161) (n = 287) (n = 282) (n = 269) 
Good 20.18 14.41 11.43 32.95 35.09 31.06 27.87 26.95 23.05 
Average 51.75 59.46 65.71 50.87 53.80 52.80 51.22 56.03 57.99 
Poor 28.07 26.13 22.86 16.18 11.11 16.15 20.91 17.02 18.96 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 79: How would you rate the general health and wellbeing of people in your neighbourhood? (Question 
39; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.74; df = 2; p = 0.420) (x2 = 2.93; df = 2; p = 0.232) (x2 = 5.06; df = 2; p = 0.080) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 146) (n = 148) (n = 148) 
Good 51.35 35.56 46.67 55.17 53.33 50.00 49.32 48.65 50.00 
Average 48.65 62.22 48.89 43.10 44.44 40.91 48.63 50.00 42.57 
Poor 0.00 2.22 4.44 1.72 2.22 9.09 2.05 1.35 7.43 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 80: Have you used the local doctor in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.05; df = 1; p = 0.816) (x2 = 0.24; df = 1; p = 0.625) (x2 = 0.25; df = 1; p = 0.617) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 188) (n = 298) (n = 300) (n = 301) 
Yes 95.76 90.60 96.36 89.44 92.35 90.96 91.95 91.67 93.02 
No 4.24 9.40 3.64 10.56 7.65 9.04 8.05 8.33 6.98 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 81: Have you used the local doctor in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.46; df = 1; p = 0.500) (x2 = 5.99; df = 1; p = 0.014) (x2 = 7.48; df = 1; p = 0.006) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 83.78 91.11 88.89 82.76 84.44 97.78 85.14 86.67 94.67 
No 16.22 8.89 11.11 17.24 15.56 2.22 14.86 13.33 5.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 82: How would you rate the local doctor? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 10.12; df = 2; p = 0.006) (x2 = 13.61; df = 2; p = 0.001) (x2 = 11.52; df = 2; p = 0.003) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 113) (n = 109) (n = 174) (n = 176) (n = 184) (n = 294) (n = 289) (n = 296) 
Good 51.67 31.86 38.53 66.67 43.75 51.63 60.54 39.10 46.62 
Average 28.33 41.59 48.62 27.01 41.48 30.43 27.55 41.52 36.82 
Poor 20.00 26.55 12.84 6.32 14.77 17.93 11.90 19.38 16.55 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 83: How would you rate the local doctor? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 10.02; df = 2; p = 0.007) (x2 = 18.79; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 22.83; df = 2; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 149) (n = 150) 
Good 86.11 61.36 53.33 82.46 73.33 46.67 82.19 67.79 57.33 
Average 5.56 38.64 24.44 17.54 20.00 33.33 13.01 26.17 25.33 
Poor 8.33 0.00 22.22 0.00 6.67 20.00 4.79 6.04 17.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 84: Have you used the public hospital in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.06; df = 1; p = 0.800) (x2 = 3.85; df = 1; p = 0.050) (x2 = 1.83; df = 1; p = 0.177) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 109) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 186) (n = 299) (n = 300) (n = 298) 
Yes 57.98 51.28 59.63 48.33 45.36 38.17 52.17 47.67 46.64 
No 42.02 48.72 40.37 51.67 54.64 61.83 47.83 52.33 53.36 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 85: Have you used the public hospital in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.63; df = 1; p = 0.426) (x2 = 1.40; df = 1; p = 0.238) (x2 = 0.01; df = 1; p = 0.938) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 55) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 31.58 31.11 40.00 47.27 37.78 35.56 41.78 34.00 41.33 
No 68.42 68.89 60.00 52.73 62.22 64.44 58.22 66.00 58.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 86: How would you rate the public hospital? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 9.44; df = 2; p = 0.009) (x2 = 11.95; df = 2; p = 0.003) (x2 = 17.92; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 103) (n = 96) (n = 99) (n = 154) (n = 152) (n = 155) (n = 257) (n = 248) (n = 256) 
Good 48.54 31.25 41.41 66.23 56.58 47.10 59.14 46.77 44.53 
Average 32.04 52.08 50.51 25.97 32.24 43.23 28.40 39.92 46.48 
Poor 19.42 16.67 8.08 7.79 11.18 9.68 12.45 13.31 8.98 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 
39 
 
Table 87: How would you rate the public hospital? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 8.93; df = 2; p = 0.011) (x2 = 6.94; df = 2; p = 0.031) (x2 = 12.65; df = 2; p = 0.002) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 43) (n = 44) (n = 53) (n = 43) (n = 45) (n = 144) (n = 141) (n = 149) 
Good 86.84 62.79 56.82 88.68 76.74 68.89 84.03 70.21 67.79 
Average 10.53 23.26 31.82 9.43 16.28 17.78 13.19 18.44 20.81 
Poor 2.63 13.95 11.36 1.89 6.98 13.33 2.78 11.35 11.41 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 88: Have you used the maternal and child health centre in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.02; df = 1; p = 0.897) (x2 = 7.55; df = 1; p = 0.006) (x2 = 4.11; df = 1; p = 0.043) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 114) (n = 110) (n = 178) (n = 180) (n = 187) (n = 297) (n = 294) (n = 300) 
Yes 24.37 16.67 23.64 16.85 10.56 7.49 19.87 12.93 13.67 
No 75.63 83.33 76.36 83.15 89.44 92.51 80.13 87.07 86.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 89: Have you used the maternal and child health centre in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 3.05; df = 1; p = 0.081) (x2 = 1.41; df = 1; p = 0.236) (x2 = 0.44; df = 1; p = 0.507) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 55) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 15.79 4.44 4.44 10.91 11.11 4.44 10.96 6.67 8.67 
No 84.21 95.56 95.56 89.09 88.89 95.56 89.04 93.33 91.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 90: How would you rate the maternal and child health centre? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.69; df = 2; p = 0.021) (x2 = 2.20; df = 2; p = 0.333) (x2 = 1.38; df = 2; p = 0.502) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 67) (n = 46) (n = 44) (n = 93) (n = 70) (n = 60) (n = 160) (n = 116) (n = 105) 
Good 53.73 54.35 79.55 68.82 60.00 60.00 62.50 57.76 68.57 
Average 41.79 39.13 18.18 25.81 28.57 36.67 32.50 32.76 28.57 
Poor 4.48 6.52 2.27 5.38 11.43 3.33 5.00 9.48 2.86 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 91: How would you rate the maternal and child health centre? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.84; df = 2; p = 0.658) (x2 = 3.27; df = 2; p = 0.195) (x2 = 2.93; df = 2; p = 0.232) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 28) (n = 31) (n = 36) (n = 40) (n = 35) (n = 38) (n = 107) (n = 111) (n = 125) 
Good 82.14 77.42 77.78 85.00 80.00 68.42 82.24 73.87 72.80 
Average 17.86 16.13 19.44 12.50 14.29 28.95 16.82 17.12 25.60 
Poor 0.00 6.45 2.78 2.50 5.71 2.63 0.93 9.01 1.60 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 92: Have you used the immunisation program in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.01; df = 1; p = 0.045) (x2 = 3.72; df = 1; p = 0.054) (x2 = 7.83; df = 1; p = 0.005) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 187) (n = 297) (n = 297) (n = 300) 
Yes 39.83 35.34 27.27 29.61 33.15 20.86 33.67 34.01 23.33 
No 60.17 64.66 72.73 70.39 66.85 79.14 66.33 65.99 76.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 93: Have you used the immunisation program in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.02; df = 1; p = 0.903) (x2 = 1.60; df = 1; p = 0.206) (x2 = 1.93; df = 1; p = 0.165) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 147) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 36.84 15.56 35.56 24.14 15.56 35.56 27.21 15.33 34.67 
No 63.16 84.44 64.44 75.86 84.44 64.44 72.79 84.67 65.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 94: How would you rate the immunisation program? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.74; df = 2; p = 0.419) (x2 = 16.25; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 12.86; df = 2; p = 0.002) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 78) (n = 77) (n = 46) (n = 118) (n = 117) (n = 88) (n = 196) (n = 194) (n = 135) 
Good 78.21 61.04 84.78 87.29 70.94 70.45 83.67 67.01 75.56 
Average 14.10 37.66 13.04 9.32 24.79 29.55 11.22 29.90 23.70 
Poor 7.69 1.30 2.17 3.39 4.27 0.00 5.10 3.09 0.74 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 95: How would you rate the immunisation program? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.97; df = 2; p = 0.616) (x2 = 2.78; df = 2; p = 0.250) (x2 = 3.68; df = 2; p = 0.159) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 32) (n = 37) (n = 44) (n = 53) (n = 38) (n = 40) (n = 127) (n = 126) (n = 140) 
Good 93.75 86.49 88.64 84.91 89.47 82.50 89.76 86.51 87.14 
Average 6.25 13.51 9.09 15.09 10.53 12.50 10.24 11.90 10.00 
Poor 0.00 0.00 2.27 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 1.59 2.86 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 96: Have you used the dental health program in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.039; df = 1; p = 0.533) (x2 = 1.08; df = 1; p = 0.299) (x2 = 1.70; df = 1; p = 0.193) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 178) (n = 180) (n = 187) (n = 296) (n = 296) (n = 300) 
Yes 55.93 48.28 51.82 44.94 34.44 39.57 49.32 39.86 44.00 
No 44.07 51.72 48.18 55.06 65.56 60.43 50.68 60.14 56.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 97: Have you used the dental health program in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 3.78; df = 1; p = 0.052) (x2 = 1.68; df = 1; p = 0.195) (x2 = 4.52; df = 1; p = 0.034) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 34.21 28.89 55.56 36.21 51.11 48.89 36.49 36.67 48.67 
No 65.79 71.11 44.44 63.79 48.89 51.11 63.51 63.33 51.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 98: How would you rate the dental health program? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 9.21; df = 2; p = 0.010) (x2 = 7.17; df = 2; p = 0.028) (x2 = 3.49; df = 2; p = 0.175) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 100) (n = 86) (n = 78) (n = 133) (n = 134) (n = 125) (n = 233) (n = 220) (n = 204) 
Good 31.00 30.23 51.28 48.12 34.33 33.60 40.77 32.73 40.20 
Average 38.00 30.23 33.33 28.57 32.09 43.20 32.62 31.36 39.71 
Poor 31.00 39.53 15.38 23.31 33.58 23.20 26.61 35.91 20.10 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 99: How would you rate the dental health program? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.58; df = 2; p = 0.749) (x2 = 6.79; df = 2; p = 0.034) (x2 = 2.81; df = 2; p = 0.245) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 35) (n = 39) (n = 41) (n = 52) (n = 41) (n = 43) (n = 131) (n = 133) (n = 141) 
Good 60.00 38.46 68.29 63.46 58.54 53.49 61.83 42.86 60.28 
Average 31.43 23.08 24.39 13.46 17.07 34.88 20.61 19.55 27.66 
Poor 8.57 38.46 7.32 23.08 24.39 11.63 17.56 37.59 12.06 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 100: Have you used the drug and alcohol service in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.45; df = 1; p = 0.229) (x2 = 9.06; df = 1; p = 0.003) (x2 = 0.94; df = 1; p = 0.333) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 178) (n = 181) (n = 188) (n = 297) (n = 298) (n = 301) 
Yes 10.92 17.09 16.36 7.30 7.18 1.06 8.75 11.07 6.64 
No 89.08 82.91 83.64 92.70 92.82 98.94 91.25 88.93 93.36 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 101: Have you used the drug and alcohol service in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.81; df = 1; p = 0.368) x2 not calculated (x2 = 0.00; df = 1; p = 0.985) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.68 1.33 0.67 
No 100.00 100.00 97.78 100.00 97.78 100.00 99.32 98.67 99.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 102: How would you rate the drug and alcohol service? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.80; df = 2; p = 0.150) (x2 = 4.09; df = 2; p = 0.129) (x2 = 0.02; df = 2; p = 0.989) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 53) (n = 54) (n = 42) (n = 55) (n = 67) (n = 38) (n = 108) (n = 121) (n = 80) 
Good 33.96 33.33 50.00 41.82 35.82 23.68 37.96 34.71 37.50 
Average 30.19 44.44 30.95 32.73 40.30 34.21 31.48 42.15 32.50 
Poor 35.85 22.22 19.05 25.45 23.88 42.11 30.56 23.14 30.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 103: How would you rate the drug and alcohol service? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.14; df = 2; p = 0.934) (x2 = 4.56; df = 2; p = 0.103) (x2 = 9.81; df = 2; p = 0.007) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 17) (n = 27) (n = 26) (n = 28) (n = 27) (n = 29) (n = 69) (n = 89) (n = 96) 
Good 70.59 40.74 65.38 67.86 59.26 41.38 73.91 44.94 51.04 
Average 23.53 44.44 26.92 28.57 29.63 44.83 23.19 41.57 37.50 
Poor 5.88 14.81 7.69 3.57 11.11 13.79 2.90 13.48 11.46 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 104: Have you used the gambling dependency service in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.66; df = 1; p = 0.418) (x2 = 6.37; df = 1; p = 0.012) (x2 = 1.23; df = 1; p = 0.268) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 115) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 187) (n = 296) (n = 296) (n = 300) 
Yes 2.56 6.09 4.55 3.35 2.21 0.00 3.04 3.72 1.67 
No 97.44 93.91 95.45 96.65 97.79 100.00 96.96 96.28 98.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 105: Have you used the gambling dependency service in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.86; df = 1; p = 0.355) (x2 = 1.26; df = 1; p = 0.262) (x2 = 0.31; df = 1; p = 0.578) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 56) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 0.00 2.22 2.22 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.68 0.67 1.33 
No 100.00 97.78 97.78 100.00 100.00 97.78 99.32 99.33 98.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 106: How would you rate the gambling dependency service? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.15; df = 2; p = 0.927) (x2 = 1.36; df = 2; p = 0.506) (x2 = 0.86; df = 2; p = 0.650) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 35) (n = 32) (n = 27) (n = 40) (n = 60) (n = 25) (n = 75) (n = 92) (n = 52) 
Good 34.29 31.25 37.04 32.50 33.33 24.00 33.33 32.61 30.77 
Average 31.43 37.50 33.33 30.00 28.33 44.00 30.67 31.52 38.46 
Poor 34.29 31.25 29.63 37.50 38.33 32.00 36.00 35.87 30.77 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 107: How would you rate the gambling dependency service? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.37; df = 2; p = 0.504) (x2 = 0.29; df = 2; p = 0.867) (x2 = 0.47; df = 2; p = 0.792) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 9) (n = 20) (n = 28) (n = 18) (n = 20) (n = 21) (n = 44) (n = 69) (n = 80) 
Good 77.78 40.00 57.14 38.89 45.00 33.33 47.73 33.33 42.50 
Average 11.11 25.00 28.57 55.56 45.00 57.14 40.91 39.13 42.50 
Poor 11.11 35.00 14.29 5.56 10.00 9.52 11.36 27.54 15.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 108: Have you used the income support and emergency relief service in the past 6-12 months? (Question 
42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.59; df = 1; p = 0.208) (x2 = 6.02; df = 1; p = 0.014) (x2 = 7.44; df = 1; p = 0.006) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 188) (n = 298) (n = 298) (n = 301) 
Yes 53.78 54.70 45.45 18.44 15.47 9.57 32.55 30.87 22.59 
No 46.22 45.30 54.55 81.56 84.53 90.43 67.45 69.13 77.41 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 109: Have you used the income support and emergency relief service in the past 6-12 months? (Question 
42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.43; df = 1; p = 0.119) (x2 = 1.89; df = 1; p = 0.119) (x2 = 8.73; df = 1; p = 0.003) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 147) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 5.26 2.22 0.00 8.62 0.00 2.22 8.84 2.00 1.33 
No 94.74 97.78 100.00 91.38 100.00 97.78 91.16 98.00 98.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 110: How would you rate the income support and emergency relief service? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.56; df = 2; p = 0.757) (x2 = 10.12; df = 2; p = 0.006) (x2 = 3.85; df = 2; p = 0.146) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 103) (n = 96) (n = 77) (n = 119) (n = 118) (n = 83) (n = 222) (n = 214) (n = 160) 
Good 65.05 62.50 68.83 75.63 67.80 54.22 70.72 65.42 61.25 
Average 27.18 26.04 25.97 19.33 24.58 36.14 22.97 25.23 31.25 
Poor 7.77 11.46 5.19 5.04 7.63 9.64 6.31 9.35 7.50 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 111: How would you rate the income support and emergency relief service? (Question 42; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 10.97; df = 2; p = 0.004) (x2 = 2.33; df = 1; p = 0.127) (x2 = 10.83; df = 2; p = 0.004) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 32) (n = 35) (n = 40) (n = 47) (n = 34) (n = 39) (n = 120) (n = 114) (n = 138) 
Good 93.75 80.00 62.50 87.23 73.53 74.36 88.33 72.81 71.74 
Average 3.13 20.00 35.00 12.77 26.47 25.64 10.83 22.81 26.09 
Poor 3.13 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 4.39 2.17 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 112: Have you used meals on wheels in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.04; df = 1; p = 0.838) (x2 = 0.01; df = 1; p = 0.917) (x2 = 0.07; df = 1; p = 0.798) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 178) (n = 179) (n = 188) (n = 295) (n = 296) (n = 301) 
Yes 5.13 3.42 4.55 3.93 1.68 3.72 4.41 2.36 3.99 
No 94.87 96.58 95.45 96.07 98.32 96.28 95.59 97.64 96.01 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 113: Have you used meals on wheels in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.20; df = 1; p = 0.274) (x2 = 0.59; df = 1; p = 0.442) (x2 = 0.07; df = 1; p = 0.794) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 2.63 2.22 0.00 5.17 2.22 2.22 3.42 2.67 4.00 
No 97.37 97.78 100.00 94.83 97.78 97.78 96.58 97.33 96.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 114: How would you rate meals on wheels? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.97; df = 2; p = 0.227) (x2 = 12.40; df = 2; p = 0.002) (x2 = 10.82; df = 2; p = 0.004) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 49) (n = 46) (n = 30) (n = 100) (n = 97) (n = 66) (n = 149) (n = 143) (n = 96) 
Good 73.47 56.52 76.67 76.00 65.98 50.00 75.17 62.94 58.33 
Average 12.24 30.43 20.00 17.00 27.84 39.39 15.44 28.67 33.33 
Poor 14.29 13.04 3.33 7.00 6.19 10.61 9.40 8.39 8.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 115: How would you rate meals on wheels? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.08; df = 2; p = 0.963) (x2 = 4.44; df = 2; p = 0.109) (x2 = 4.67; df = 2; p = 0.097) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 30) (n = 38) (n = 37) (n = 51) (n = 41) (n = 39) (n = 124) (n = 132) (n = 133) 
Good 80.00 84.21 78.38 88.24 80.49 71.79 83.87 82.58 72.93 
Average 16.67 7.89 18.92 11.76 7.32 25.64 13.71 9.85 24.06 
Poor 3.33 7.89 2.70 0.00 12.20 2.56 2.42 7.58 3.01 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 116: Have you used any services for teenagers in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.17; df = 1; p = 0.684) (x2 = 0.05; df = 1; p = 0.822) (x2 = 0.11; df = 1; p = 0.736) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 115) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 188) (n = 297) (n = 296) (n = 301) 
Yes 13.56 14.78 15.45 8.38 11.05 9.04 10.44 12.50 11.30 
No 86.44 85.22 84.55 91.62 88.95 90.96 89.56 87.50 88.70 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 117: Have you used any services for teenagers in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.073; df = 1; p = 0.392) (x2 = 1.58; df = 1; p = 0.208) (x2 = 0.00; df = 1; p = 0.979) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 2.63 0.00 6.67 3.45 2.22 0.00 4.73 1.33 4.67 
No 97.37 100.00 93.33 96.55 97.78 100.00 95.27 98.67 95.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 118: How would you rate the services for teenagers? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 14.06; df = 2; p = 0.001) (x2 = 0.39; df = 2; p = 0.822) (x2 = 4.82; df = 2; p = 0.090) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 60) (n = 57) (n = 37) (n = 74) (n = 87) (n = 63) (n = 134) (n = 144) (n = 100) 
Good 13.33 24.56 45.95 21.62 21.84 17.46 17.91 22.92 28.00 
Average 21.67 26.32 21.62 35.14 43.68 38.10 29.10 36.81 32.00 
Poor 65.00 49.12 32.43 43.24 34.48 44.44 52.99 40.28 40.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 119: How would you rate the services for teenagers? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.15; df = 2; p = 0.927) (x2 = 0.90; df = 2; p = 0.638) (x2 = 0.38; df = 2; p = 0.825) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 21) (n = 32) (n = 30) (n = 37) (n = 38) (n = 33) (n = 94) (n = 113) (n = 110) 
Good 47.62 15.63 46.67 35.14 28.95 45.45 38.30 22.12 40.91 
Average 33.33 34.38 30.00 32.43 39.47 30.30 37.23 35.40 38.18 
Poor 19.05 50.00 23.33 32.43 31.58 24.24 24.47 42.48 20.91 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 120: Have you used the housing office in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.78; df = 1; p = 0.095) (x2 = 3.65; df = 1; p = 0.056) (x2 = 5.63; df = 1; p = 0.018) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 180) (n = 188) (n = 298) (n = 297) (n = 301) 
Yes 86.55 81.20 78.18 12.85 12.22 6.91 42.28 39.39 32.89 
No 13.45 18.80 21.82 87.15 87.78 93.09 57.72 60.61 67.11 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 121: Have you used the housing office in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.20; df = 1; p = 0.274) (x2 = 0.70; df = 1; p = 0.404) (x2 = 3.17; df = 1; p = 0.075) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 149) (n = 150) 
Yes 2.63 4.44 0.00 8.62 2.22 4.44 6.04 4.00 2.00 
No 97.37 95.56 100.00 91.38 97.78 95.56 93.96 96.00 98.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 122: How would you rate the housing office? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.56; df = 2; p = 0.023) (x2 = 0.11; df = 2; p = 0.947) (x2 = 5.63; df = 2; p = 0.060) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 107) (n = 92) (n = 71) (n = 77) (n = 39) (n = 184) (n = 184) (n = 131) 
Good 24.78 32.71 29.35 19.72 20.78 17.95 22.83 27.72 25.95 
Average 30.97 42.99 44.57 38.03 40.26 41.03 33.70 41.85 43.51 
Poor 44.25 24.30 26.09 42.25 38.96 41.03 43.48 30.43 30.53 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 123: How would you rate the housing office? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.74; df = 2; p = 0.690) (x2 = 1.87; df = 2; p = 0.392) (x2 = 1.13; df = 2; p = 0.567) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 10) (n = 26) (n = 29) (n = 28) (n = 23) (n = 30) (n = 61) (n = 81) (n = 105) 
Good 40.00 30.77 41.38 42.86 30.43 43.33 44.26 30.86 36.19 
Average 50.00 38.46 37.93 39.29 43.48 50.00 40.98 38.27 48.57 
Poor 10.00 30.77 20.69 17.86 26.09 6.67 14.75 30.86 15.24 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 124: Have you used any legal and community advice services in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.10; df = 1; p = 0.294) (x2 = 9.55; df = 1; p = 0.002) (x2 = 9.03; df = 1; p = 0.003) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 116) (n = 109) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 188) (n = 298) (n = 297) (n = 300) 
Yes 37.82 31.03 31.19 24.02 15.47 11.70 29.53 21.55 19.00 
No 62.18 68.97 68.81 75.98 84.53 88.30 70.47 78.45 81.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 125: Have you used any legal and community advice services in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 3.05; df = 1; p = 0.081) (x2 = 0.83; df = 1; p = 0.362) (x2 = 3.05; df = 1; p = 0.081) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 15.79 8.89 4.44 17.54 8.89 11.11 16.89 8.00 10.00 
No 84.21 91.11 95.56 82.46 91.11 88.89 83.11 92.00 90.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 126: How would you rate the legal and community advice services? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.49; df = 2; p = 0.106) (x2 = 0.98; df = 2; p = 0.611) (x2 = 1.04; df = 2; p = 0.596) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 70) (n = 62) (n = 43) (n = 88) (n = 74) (n = 49) (n = 158) (n = 136) (n = 93) 
Good 41.43 35.48 48.84 52.27 45.95 44.90 47.47 41.18 46.24 
Average 40.00 51.61 46.51 36.36 40.54 38.78 37.97 45.59 43.01 
Poor 18.57 12.90 4.65 11.36 13.51 16.33 14.56 13.24 10.75 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 127: How would you rate the legal and community advice services? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.60; df = 2; p = 0.450) (x2 = 1.19; df = 2; p = 0.551) (x2 = 7.76; df = 2; p = 0.021) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 22) (n = 33) (n = 33) (n = 38) (n = 33) (n = 34) (n = 93) (n = 109) (n = 118) 
Good 63.64 45.45 48.48 65.79 45.45 55.88 68.82 47.71 50.00 
Average 31.82 39.39 39.39 26.32 33.33 38.24 25.81 33.94 43.22 
Poor 4.55 15.15 12.12 7.89 21.21 5.88 5.38 18.35 6.78 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 128: Have you used any social, health or recreational clubs in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 6.08; df = 1; p = 0.014) (x2 = 0.97; df = 1; p = 0.324) (x2 = 0.47; df = 1; p = 0.492) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 117) (n = 109) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 188) (n = 297) (n = 298) (n = 300) 
Yes 43.22 38.46 27.52 48.04 41.44 53.19 46.13 40.27 43.33 
No 56.78 61.54 72.48 51.96 58.56 46.81 53.87 59.73 56.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 129: Have you used any social, health or recreational clubs in the past 6-12 months? (Question 42; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.83; df = 1; p = 0.361) (x2 = 0.01; df = 1; p = 0.935) (x2 = 0.43; df = 1; p = 0.515) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 55) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 145) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 50.00 44.44 40.00 56.36 35.56 55.56 53.79 40.67 50.00 
No 50.00 55.56 60.00 43.64 64.44 44.44 46.21 59.33 50.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 130: How would you rate social, health or recreational clubs? (Question 42; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.27; df = 2; p = 0.072) (x2 = 1.18; df = 2; p = 0.555) (x2 = 5.63; df = 2; p = 0.060) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 75) (n = 70) (n = 46) (n = 127) (n = 128) (n = 121) (n = 202) (n = 198) (n = 167) 
Good 52.00 50.00 71.74 63.78 60.16 70.25 59.41 56.57 70.66 
Average 34.67 35.71 23.91 29.92 31.25 24.79 31.68 32.83 24.55 
Poor 13.33 14.29 4.35 6.30 8.59 4.96 8.91 10.61 4.79 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 131: How would you rate social, health or recreational clubs? (Question 42; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.81; df = 2; p = 0.246) (x2 = 4.31; df = 2; p = 0.116) (x2 = 7.14; df = 2; p = 0.028) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 28) (n = 41) (n = 41) (n = 50) (n = 42) (n = 42) (n = 123) (n = 140) (n = 141) 
Good 82.14 65.85 68.29 88.00 73.81 76.19 83.74 72.14 72.34 
Average 17.86 29.27 24.39 12.00 19.05 16.67 15.45 22.86 21.99 
Poor 0.00 4.88 7.32 0.00 7.14 7.14 0.81 5.00 5.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 132: Compared to 6-12 months ago, would you say that, in general, health and welfare services in your 
neighbourhood have improved, worsened or stayed the same? (Question 43; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.75; df = 2; p = 0.021) (x2 = 9.54; df = 2; p = 0.008) (x2 = 8.64; df = 2; p = 0.013) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 111) (n = 103) (n = 166) (n = 162) (n = 164) (n = 283) (n = 273) (n = 269) 
Better 11.11 7.21 9.71 15.66 10.49 5.49 13.78 9.16 7.06 
About the same 72.65 79.28 85.44 77.71 84.57 84.76 75.62 82.42 85.13 
Worse 16.24 13.51 4.85 6.63 4.94 9.76 10.60 8.42 7.81 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 133: How would you rate your own health (Question 44; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.80; df = 4; p = 0.773) (x2 = 2.21; df = 4; p = 0.698) (x2 = 0.75; df = 4; p = 0.946) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 115) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 186) (n = 300) (n = 298) (n = 299) 
Excellent 8.33 9.57 6.36 11.67 10.93 9.68 10.33 10.40 8.70 
Very good 14.17 20.00 20.00 26.67 26.78 21.51 21.67 24.16 21.07 
Good 38.33 38.26 39.09 31.67 36.07 36.02 34.33 36.91 36.79 
Fair 29.17 23.48 25.45 23.89 19.67 25.27 26.00 21.14 25.42 
Poor 10.00 8.70 9.09 6.11 6.56 7.53 7.67 7.38 8.03 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 134: How would you rate your own health? (Question 44; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 7.55; df = 4; p = 0.110) (x2 = 8.17; df = 4; p = 0.086) (x2 = 6.28; df = 4; p = 0.179) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Excellent 21.05 13.33 28.89 37.93 37.78 17.78 28.19 25.33 23.33 
Very good 23.68 40.00 24.44 13.79 26.67 26.67 24.16 33.33 27.33 
Good 44.74 26.67 33.33 32.76 26.67 28.89 36.91 27.33 30.00 
Fair 2.63 15.56 13.33 12.07 6.67 24.44 7.38 8.00 15.33 
Poor 7.89 4.44 0.00 3.45 2.22 2.22 3.36 6.00 4.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 135: Would you describe yourself as a person with a disability? (Question 45; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.41; df = 1; p = 0.120) (x2 = 0.46; df = 1; p = 0.499) (x2 = 2.08; df = 1; p = 0.149) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 113) (n = 109) (n = 179) (n = 182) (n = 186) (n = 297) (n = 295) (n = 298) 
Yes 30.51 31.86 40.37 21.23 26.92 24.19 24.92 28.81 30.20 
No 69.49 68.14 59.63 78.77 73.08 75.81 75.08 71.19 69.80 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 136: Would you describe yourself as a person with a disability? (Question 45; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.14; df = 1; p = 0.286) (x2 = 0.06; df = 1; p = 0.801) (x2 = 0.11; df = 1; p = 0.745) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 10.53 20.00 4.44 13.79 8.89 15.56 12.08 14.00 13.33 
No 89.47 80.00 95.56 86.21 91.11 84.44 87.92 86.00 86.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 137: How have you been managing on your total household take-home pay over the past 12 months? 
(Question 46; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.43; df = 2; p = 0.296) (x2 = 1.57; df = 2; p = 0.457) (x2 = 1.74; df = 2; p = 0.418) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 115) (n = 108) (n = 175) (n = 175) (n = 182) (n = 295) (n = 290) (n = 292) 
Living comfortably 11.67 18.26 6.48 27.43 29.14 27.47 21.02 24.83 19.52 
Coping 45.00 38.26 42.59 52.00 42.86 46.70 49.15 41.03 45.55 
Finding it difficult 43.33 43.48 50.93 20.57 28.00 25.82 29.83 34.14 34.93 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 138: How have you been managing on your total household take-home pay over the past 12 months? 
(Question 46; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.16; df = 2; p = 0.340) (x2 = 5.98; df = 2; p = 0.050) (x2 = 3.26; df = 2; p = 0.196) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Living comfortably 39.47 55.56 55.56 43.10 60.00 60.00 46.98 56.00 52.00 
Coping 55.26 33.33 40.00 50.00 37.78 26.67 46.98 34.67 38.00 
Finding it difficult 5.26 11.11 4.44 6.90 2.22 13.33 6.04 9.33 10.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 139: How satisfied do you feel about your own life, in general, at the moment? (Question 47; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.22; df = 2; p = 0.330) (x2 = 4.72; df = 2; p = 0.094) (x2 = 6.33; df = 2; p = 0.042) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 112) (n = 108) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 186) (n = 298) (n = 294) (n = 297) 
Satisfied 46.61 50.00 43.52 67.22 69.78 63.98 59.06 62.24 56.23 
Neither  33.05 25.00 41.67 22.22 19.78 30.11 26.51 21.77 34.34 
Dissatisfied 20.34 25.00 14.81 10.56 10.44 5.91 14.43 15.99 9.43 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 140: How satisfied do you feel about your own life, in general, at the moment? (Question 47; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 3.19; df = 2; p = 0.203) (x2 = 2.07; df = 2; p = 0.356) (x2 = 0.04; df = 2; p = 0.980) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 148) 
Satisfied 76.32 84.44 88.89 91.38 84.44 81.82 85.91 84.67 86.49 
Neither  7.89 11.11 6.67 5.17 15.56 11.36 8.05 11.33 7.43 
Dissatisfied 15.79 4.44 4.44 3.45 0.00 6.82 6.04 4.00 6.08 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 141: Looking back over the past 6-12 months, has your own personal health and wellbeing improved, 
worsened or stayed the same? (Question 48; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 10.49; df = 2; p = 0.005) (x2 = 0.64; df = 2; p = 0.725) (x2 = 3.62; df = 2; p = 0.164) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 181) (n = 187) (n = 299) (n = 298) (n = 300) 
Better 21.01 21.37 8.18 12.78 14.36 12.30 16.05 17.11 11.00 
About the same 52.10 60.68 70.91 71.67 68.51 68.98 63.88 65.44 69.67 
Worse 26.89 17.95 20.91 15.56 17.13 18.72 20.07 17.45 19.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
3.5.1  Overview: health and wellbeing 
There were no statistically significant changes to how NRA and control group respondents 
rated the general health and wellbeing of people in their neighbourhood in 2009 when 
compared with 2004 (Tables 78 and 79).  
Both NRA and control respondents were questioned about their use of specific health 
services and their rating of the services. There were no statistically significant changes in use 
of the local doctor for the NRA group, however there were increases in use of the local 
doctor for the control group (p = 0.006; Tables 80 and 81). Both control and NRA 
respondents rated the local doctor less favourably in 2009 compared with 2004 (p < 0.0001 
for the control group and p = 0.003 for the NRA group; Tables 82 and 83). Both public and 
private housing residents in the NRA were less likely to rate their local doctor as good in 
2009 when compared with 2004 (Table 82). However, while private housing residents in the 
NRA were more likely to rate their local doctor as poor (from 6.32% to 17.93%; p = 0.001) 
public housing residents were less likely to rate their local doctor as poor (from 20.00% to 
26.55%; p = 0.006; Table 82). In contrast, the control group overall as well as both the 
Deciles 1 – 3 and Deciles 8 – 10 group were more likely to rate their local doctor as poor and 
less likely to rate their doctor as good in 2009 when compared with 2004 (Table 83).  
There was a statistically significant decrease in the proportion of private housing residents 
from the NRA who had used the public hospital, from 48% in 2004 to 38% in 2009 (p = 0.050; 
Table 84). Overall, there were slight decreases in the use of public hospitals for the NRA 
from 52% in 2004 to 47% in 2009 that were not statistically significant (p = 0.177; Table 84). 
In contrast, there were slight increases in the use of public hospitals for the public housing 
residents from 58% in 2004 to 60% in 2009 however the change was not statistically 
significant (p = 0.800; Table 84). No statistically significant changes in use of public hospitals 
were observed for the control group (p = 0.938; Table 85).  
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NRA respondents were more likely to rate the public hospital as average in 2009 (46.48%) 
compared with 2004 (28.40%, p < 0.0001; Table 86). Concurrently, NRA respondents were 
less likely to rate the public hospital as poor or good (Table 86). These trends remained 
statistically significant following stratification for both public housing residents (p = 0.009) 
and private housing residents (p = 0.003; Table 86). In contrast, control respondents were 
more likely to rate hospitals as average (from 13.19% in 2004 to 20.81% in 2009) and as poor 
(from 2.78% in 2004 to 11.41% in 2009, p = 0.002; Table 87). Similar trends were observed 
following stratification and these changes remained statistically significant for both the 
Deciles 1 – 3 group (p = 0.011) and the Deciles 8 – 10 group (p = 0.031; Table 87).  
Use of the maternal and child health centre decreased in 2009 compared with 2004 for NRA 
respondents (13.67% and 19.87%, respectively, p = 0.043; Table 88) however the change for 
the control group was not statistically significant (10.96% in 2004 and 8.67% in 2009, p = 
0.507; Table 89). Residents in public housing were more likely to rate the maternal child and 
health centre favourably in 2009 (79.55%) compared with 2004 (53.73%, p = 0.021; Table 90) 
however there were no statistically significant changes for the private housing or NRA 
overall (Tables 90). While there were slight decreases in the proportion of control 
respondents rating maternal and child health centres as good (82.24% in 2004 to 72.80% in 
2009), the changes were not statistically significant (p = 0.232, Table 91).  
There was a statistically significant decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents that had 
used the immunisation service from 40% to 27% (p = 0.005; Table 92). A decrease in the use 
of immunisation programs was also apparent for both public and private housing residents, 
however it was only statistically significant for public housing residents (p = 0.045; Table 92). 
There was a slight increase in use of the immunisation program in 2004 compared with 2009 
for the control group (from 27.21% to 34.67%) which was not statistically significant (p = 
0.165; Table 93). NRA respondents were less likely to rate the immunisation program as 
good or poor and more likely to rate the immunisation program as average in 2009 (23.70%) 
compared with 2004 (11.22%, p = 0.002; Table 94). Public housing residents were more likely 
to rate the immunisation program as good in 2009 (84.78%) when compared to 2004 
(78.21%) and less likely to rate the program as average or poor, however this was not 
statistically significant (p = 0.419; Table 94). This is in contrast to the private housing 
residents who were less likely to rate the program as good (from 87.29% to 70.45%) and 
more likely to rate it as average (from 9.32% to 29.55%, p < 0.0001; Table 94). The control 
group were less likely to rate the immunisation program as good in 2009 (87.14%) when 
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compared with 2004 (89.76%) however these changes were not statistically significant (p = 
0.159; Table 95).  
There were no statistically significant changes in the use of the dental health program 
amongst NRA respondents (p = 0.193; Table 96), however an increase in use by control 
respondents was observed (from 36.47% to 48.67%, p = 0.034; Table 97). While public 
housing residents were more likely to rate the dental program favourably in 2009 compared 
with 2004 (p = 0.010; Table 98), private housing residents were less likely to rate the 
program favourably in 2009 (p = 0.028; Table 98) but overall there was no statistically 
significant change (p = 0.175; Table 98). Overall, no statistically significant changes in the 
rating of the dental health program were observed for the control group (p = 0.245) or the 
Deciles 1 – 3 group (0.749; Table 99). There was a statistically significant change in the rating 
of the dental health program given by respondents in the Deciles 8 – 10 group, with a 
decrease in good (63.46% to 53.49%) and poor ratings (23.08% to 11.63%) and an increase in 
average ratings (13.46% to 34.88%, p = 0.034; Table 99). 
Use of the drug and alcohol services decreased from 7.30% in 2004 to 1.06% in 2009 for 
private housing residents (p = 0.003; Table 100) however there was a slight increase in the 
use of these services by public housing residents which was not statistically significant 
(10.92% to 16.36%, p = 0.229; Table 100). Overall, no statistically significant changes were 
recorded in the overall NRA group (p = 0.333; Table 100).There were no statistically 
significant changes to the use of drug and alcohol services for the control group (p = 0.985; 
Table 101).The changes in ratings for drug and alcohol services were not statistically 
significant for the NRA (p = 0.989; Table 102). However, there were increases, that were not 
statistically significant, in the proportion of public housing residents rating these services as 
good (from 33.96% in 2004 to 50.00% in 2009, p = 0.150) and decreases in the proportion of 
private housing residents rating the services as good (from 41.82% to 23.68%, p = 0.129; 
Table 102). For control group respondents there was a statistically significant decrease in the 
proportion of respondents rating drug and alcohol services as good (73.91% to 51.04%, p = 
0.007), however this was not present after stratification into decile groups (Deciles 1 – 3 p = 
0.934 and Deciles 8 – 10 p = 0.103; Table 103). 
There were only slight changes in the use of the gambling dependency service observed in 
the NRA group between 2004 and 2009 (Table 104). These changes were not statistically 
significant overall (p = 0.268) or for public housing residents (p = 0.418) however they were 
statistically significant for private housing residents with a decrease in the proportion of 
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respondents who had used the service, from 3% to 0% (p = 0.012; Table 104). No statistically 
significant changes in the use of gambling services were observed for the control group (p = 
0.578; Table 105). There were no statistically significant changes to the way that NRA and 
control respondents rated gambling services in 2009 when compared with 2004 (NRA p = 
0.650, control p = 0.792; Tables 106 and 107). 
Use of income support and emergency relief service decreased for the NRA group in 2009 
(22.59%) when compared with 2004 (32.55%, p = 0.006; Table 108). Following stratification, 
the decrease in use of these services was statistically significant for the private housing 
residents (from 18.44% to 9.57%, p = 0.014) but not the public housing residents (53.78% to 
45.45% p = 0.208; Table 108). Less control group respondents reported having used income 
support and emergency relief in 2009 (1.33%) compared with 2004 (8.84%, p = 0.003; Table 
109). However, this was not statistically significant when the control group was split into 
upper and lower deciles (p = 0.119; Table 109). The NRA respondents tended to rate these 
services less favourably in 2009 when compared with 2004, however this was not 
statistically significant (p = 0.146; Table 110). When stratified, a statistically significant 
decrease in the number of private housing residents who rated income support and 
emergency relief services as good was observed (from 75.63% to 54.22%, p = 0.006, Table 
110). Although public housing residents were more likely to rate these services as good in 
2009 (68.83%) compared with 2004 (65.05%) this was not statistically significant (p = 0.757; 
Table 110). There were statistically significant decreases in the proportion of control 
respondents overall and those in the Deciles 1 – 3 group who rated income support and 
emergency relief services as good (p = 0.004 for both Deciles 1 – 3 and Deciles 1 – 10; Table 
110).  
There were no statistically significant differences in the use of meals on wheels between 
2004 and 2009 for the NRA group (p = 0.798; Table 112) or the control group (p = 0.794; 
Table 113). Overall, NRA respondents were more likely to rate meals on wheels as ‘average’ 
in 2009 (33.33%) compared with 2004 (15.44%; p = 0.004; Table 114). When stratified by 
housing type, this change in rating was only statistically significant for the private housing 
residents (p = 0.002). Although the changes were not statistically significant for the public 
housing residents, there was a slight increase in the proportion of respondents who rated 
meals on wheels as good (73.47% to 76.67%, p = 0.227; Table 114). There were no 
statistically significant changes in the way the control group rated meals on wheels in 2009 
when compared with 2004 (p = 0.097; Table 115). 
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There were no statistically significant differences in the proportion of NRA or control 
respondents who had used any services for teenagers in 2009 when compared with 2004 (p 
= 0.736 and p = 0.979, respectively; Table 116 and 117). For the NRA group, there were no 
changes in the way that respondents rated the services for teenagers (p = 0.090) however 
there were changes in the way public housing residents rated these services (p = 0.001; 
Table 118). In 2009, public housing residents were much more likely to rate the services for 
teenagers as good when compared with 2004 (45.95% compared with 13.33%; Table 118). 
No statistically significant changes in the ratings were observed for the control group (p = 
0.825; Table 119).    
Fewer NRA respondents had used the housing office in 2009 (32.89%) compared with 2004 
(42.28%, p = 0.018; Table 120). Both public and private housing respondents were less likely 
to have used the housing office in 2009 however no statistically significant changes were 
observed in either group (p = 0.095 and p = 0.056, respectively; Table 120). There were no 
statistically significant changes to the proportion of control group respondents who had 
used the housing office (p = 0.075; Table 121). The shift in the way that NRA respondents 
rated the housing office was more favourable for the public housing residents but less 
favourable for the private housing residents. However, these changes were only statistically 
significant for the public housing residents (p = 0.023) not the private housing residents (p = 
0.947; Table 122). There were no statistically significant changes in the ratings given by 
control group respondents in 2009 compared with 2004 (p = 0.567; Table 123). 
A decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents who had used legal and community 
services was observed in 2009 (19.00%) when compared with 2004 (29.53%, p = 0.003; Table 
124). The decrease was also observed for both public (from 37.82% to 31.19%) and private 
housing residents (from 24.02% to 11.70%), however it was only statistically significant for 
private housing residents (p = 0.002; Table 124). There were no statistically significant 
differences in the use of legal and community advice services for the control respondents (p 
= 0.081; Table 125). There were no statistically significant changes in how these services 
were rated by NRA respondents (p = 0.596; Table 126). There was, however, a decrease in 
the proportion of control respondents who rated the legal and community advice services as 
good in 2009 (50.00%) when compared to 2004 (68.82%, p = 0.021; Table 127).  
The changes in use of social, health or recreational clubs between 2004 and 2009 for the 
NRA and the control groups overall were not statistically significant (p = 0.492 and p = 0.515, 
respectively; Tables 128 and 129). However, the proportion of public housing residents who 
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had used one of these clubs decreased from 43% in 2004 to 28% in 2009 (p = 0.014; Table 
128). The NRA group were more likely to rate the social, health and recreational clubs as 
good in 2009 (70.66%) compared with 2004 (59.41%) however this was not statistically 
significant (p = 0.060; Table 130). In contrast, the control group respondents rated these 
clubs less favourably in 2009 compared with 2004 (p = 0.028; Table 131). Overall, 72% rated 
social, health and recreational clubs as good in 2009 compared with 84% in 2004 (Table 
131). Similar trends were observed in each of the Decile groups, however the changes were 
not statistically significant (p = 0.246 for Deciles 1 – 3 and p = 0.116 for Deciles 8 – 10; Table 
131).  
When NRA respondents were asked about whether the general health and welfare services 
had changed much over the past six – 12 months, fewer respondents thought that it had 
gotten better in 2009 (7.06%) compared with 2004 (13.78%; p = 0.013; Table 132). This trend 
remained once the NRA group was split by housing type. However, for private housing 
residents, there was also an increase in the proportion of respondents who felt that health 
and welfare services had gotten worse (from 6.63% to 9.76, p = 0.008; Table 132).  
In line with the perception of general health, there were no statistically significant changes 
in self rated health in 2009 compared with 2004 for NRA respondents (p = 0.946; Table 133) 
although there were slight decreases in the proportion rating their health as excellent in 
2009 (8.70%) compared with 2004 (10.33%; Table 133). There were no statistically 
significant changes to self rated health for control respondents despite a slight decrease in 
those rating their health as excellent (from 28.19% to 23.33%, p = 0.179; Table 134). 
There were no statistically significant changes in the overall proportion of NRA (p = 0.149) or 
control group (p = 0.745) respondents describing themselves as someone with a disability 
(Tables 135 and 136). Nor were there any changes in how respondents managed on their 
take home pay (Tables 137 and 138), with the exception of the deciles 8 – 10 group, who 
recorded and increase in both those living comfortably (43.10% to 60.00%) and those finding 
it difficult (6.90% to 13.33%, p = 0.050; Table 138).  
When asked about how satisfied respondents were with their lives in general, NRA 
respondents were slightly less likely to say they were satisfied in 2009 (56.23%) compared 
with 2004 (59.06%) or dissatisfied (9.43% in 2009 and 14.43 in 2004) instead they were more 
likely to state that they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (p = 0.042; Table 139). There 
were no statistically significant changes recorded for the control group (p = 0.980; Table 
140). Following stratification, there were some slight changes in the satisfaction levels for 
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Deciles 1 – 3 and Deciles 8 – 10. There was an increase in the proportion of those who felt 
satisfied with their life in general in the Deciles 1 – 3 group (76.32% to 88.89%) but this was 
not statistically significant (p = 0.203; Table 140). In contrast, there was a decrease in those 
who felt satisfied with their life in the Deciles 8 – 10 group (91.38% to 81.82%) however this 
was not statistically significant (p = 0.356; Table 140).  
NRA respondents’ perceptions of changes to personal health over the last six – 12 months 
had not changed in 2009 when compared with 2004 (p = 0.164), with the exception of the 
public housing residents (Table 141). There were decreases in the proportions of public 
housing residents who perceived their health to improve or worsen and increases in those 
who thought it had stayed about the same (p = 0.005; Table 141).   
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3.6  Personal safety and reducing crime 
This section provides information on respondents’ reflections on their personal safety and 
crime within their neighbourhood. 
Table 142: How would you rate conditions in your neighbourhood with regard to crime and safety? (Question 
49; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.66; df = 2; p = 0.160) (x2 = 3.88; df = 2; p = 0.144) (x2 = 6.28; df = 2; p = 0.043) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 116) (n = 108) (n = 178) (n = 177) (n = 184) (n = 296) (n = 293) (n = 295) 
Good 16.95 13.79 10.19 30.34 23.73 22.28 25.00 19.80 17.63 
Average 48.31 44.83 44.44 52.25 49.15 54.35 50.68 47.44 51.19 
Poor 34.75 41.38 45.37 17.42 27.12 23.37 24.32 32.76 31.19 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 143: How would you rate conditions in your neighbourhood with regard to crime and safety? (Question 
49; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.57; df = 2; p = 0.457) (x2 = 0.23; df = 2; p = 0.893) (x2 = 0.99; df = 2; p = 0.610) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 149) (n = 149) (n = 149) 
Good 60.53 52.27 73.33 72.41 77.78 70.45 69.80 70.47 66.44 
Average 36.84 43.18 24.44 24.14 22.22 27.27 27.52 28.19 28.86 
Poor 2.63 4.55 2.22 3.45 0.00 2.27 2.68 1.34 4.70 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 144: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is dangerous driving? (Question 50; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.64; df = 2; p = 0.726) (x2 = 2.05; df = 2; p = 0.359) (x2 = 1.58; df = 2; p = 0.454) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 185) (n = 298) (n = 298) (n = 298) 
No problem 4.20 10.26 2.73 8.38 7.73 5.41 6.71 8.72 4.70 
Minor problem 16.81 25.64 14.55 31.84 37.02 37.30 25.84 32.55 28.86 
Big problem 78.99 64.10 82.73 59.78 55.25 57.30 67.45 58.72 66.44 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 145: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is young people in groups on the streets? (Question 
50; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 14.89; df = 2; p = 0.001) (x2 = 3.35; df = 2; p = 0.188) (x2 = 10.97; df = 2; p = 0.004) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 116) (n = 109) (n = 176) (n = 177) (n = 185) (n = 294) (n = 293) (n = 297) 
No problem 20.34 14.66 6.42 31.82 23.73 23.24 27.21 20.14 17.17 
Minor problem 38.14 20.69 29.36 37.50 35.03 41.62 37.76 29.35 37.04 
Big problem 41.53 64.66 64.22 30.68 41.24 35.14 35.03 50.51 45.79 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 146: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is alcohol and drug use? (Question 50; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.60; df = 2; p = 0.449) (x2 = 5.82; df = 2; p = 0.054) (x2 = 6.25; df = 2; p = 0.044) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 111) (n = 113) (n = 109) (n = 167) (n = 163) (n = 177) (n = 278) (n = 276) (n = 289) 
No problem 9.91 9.73 5.50 16.17 14.11 7.91 13.67 12.32 7.27 
Minor problem 11.71 11.50 13.76 34.73 22.09 35.59 25.54 17.75 26.99 
Big problem 78.38 78.76 80.73 49.10 63.80 56.50 60.79 69.93 65.74 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 147: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is domestic violence? (Question 50; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.08; df = 2; p = 0.079) (x2 = 6.72; df = 2; p = 0.035) (x2 = 6.24; df = 2; p = 0.044) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 103) (n = 92) (n = 98) (n = 127) (n = 131) (n = 119) (n = 230) (n = 223) (n = 220) 
No problem 25.24 20.65 13.27 40.16 30.53 31.93 33.48 26.46 23.64 
Minor problem 41.75 32.61 53.06 44.09 41.22 38.66 43.04 37.67 45.45 
Big problem 33.01 46.74 33.67 15.75 28.24 29.41 23.48 35.87 30.91 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 148: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is poor street lighting? (Question 50; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.39; df = 2; p = 0.821) (x2 = 4.51; df = 2; p = 0.105) (x2 = 3.05; df = 2; p = 0.217) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 178) (n = 180) (n = 185) (n = 297) (n = 297) (n = 298) 
No problem 20.17 16.24 17.27 26.97 23.33 22.70 24.24 20.54 20.81 
Minor problem 25.21 26.50 24.55 26.40 28.89 36.76 25.93 27.95 32.21 
Big problem 54.62 57.26 58.18 46.63 47.78 40.54 49.83 51.52 46.98 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 149: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is rude or aggressive behaviour of people in the 
streets? (Question 50; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 10.82; df = 2; p = 0.004) (x2 = 7.24; df = 2; p = 0.027) (x2 = 14.22; df = 2; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 116) (n = 115) (n = 109) (n = 173) (n = 175) (n = 180) (n = 289) (n = 290) (n = 292) 
No problem 25.86 23.48 10.09 49.71 40.00 35.56 40.14 33.45 25.68 
Minor problem 34.48 31.30 33.94 30.64 33.71 38.89 32.18 32.76 37.33 
Big problem 39.66 45.22 55.96 19.65 26.29 25.56 27.68 33.79 36.99 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 150: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is house robberies and theft? (Question 50; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.04; df = 2; p = 0.593) (x2 = 7.72; df = 2; p = 0.021) (x2 = 6.16; df = 2; p = 0.046) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 106) (n = 109) (n = 98) (n = 161) (n = 158) (n = 156) (n = 267) (n = 267) (n = 255) 
No problem 23.58 19.27 20.41 34.16 32.28 42.31 29.96 26.97 33.73 
Minor problem 42.45 30.28 38.78 47.20 37.34 32.05 45.32 34.46 34.90 
Big problem 33.96 50.46 40.82 18.63 30.38 25.64 24.72 38.58 31.37 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 151: Regarding crime and safety, how big a problem is car theft or joyriding? (Question 50; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.39; df = 2; p = 0.025) (x2 = 10.93; df = 2; p = 0.004) (x2 = 2.08; df = 2; p = 0.354) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 101) (n = 100) (n = 87) (n = 155) (n = 154) (n = 151) (n = 256) (n = 254) (n = 239) 
No problem 33.66 34.00 17.24 40.00 40.26 50.99 37.50 37.80 38.49 
Minor problem 31.68 25.00 45.98 45.16 37.66 27.15 39.84 32.68 34.31 
Big problem 34.65 41.00 36.78 14.84 22.08 21.85 22.66 29.53 27.20 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 152: Regarding crime and safety, are there any other problems? (Question 50; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.07; df = 2; p = 0.355) (x2 = 5.78; df = 2; p = 0.056) (x2 = 7.30; df = 2; p = 0.026) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 33) (n = 30) (n = 10) (n = 56) (n = 55) (n = 24) (n = 89) (n = 85) (n = 34) 
No problem 72.73 80.00 50.00 80.36 78.18 54.17 77.53 78.82 52.94 
Minor problem 3.03 3.33 10.00 3.57 3.64 8.33 3.37 3.53 8.82 
Big problem 24.24 16.67 40.00 16.07 18.18 37.50 19.10 17.65 38.24 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 153: Have you personally been the victim of a crime in your neighbourhood in the past 12 months? 
(Question 51a; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.23; df = 1; p = 0.134) (x2 = 1.43; df = 1; p = 0.231) (x2 = 3.99; df = 1; p = 0.046) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 115) (n = 111) (n = 109) (n = 177) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 292) (n = 291) (n = 295) 
Yes 33.91 24.32 24.77 23.73 17.22 18.58 27.74 19.93 20.68 
No 66.09 75.68 75.23 76.27 82.78 81.42 72.26 80.07 79.32 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 154: Have you personally been the victim of a crime in your neighbourhood in the past 12 months? 
(Question 51a; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 3.67; df = 1; p = 0.055) (x2 = 0.02; df = 1; p = 0.881) (x2 = 0.35; df = 1; p = 0.556) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 43) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes 13.16 8.89 2.22 12.07 4.44 11.11 11.41 6.67 9.33 
No 86.84 91.11 97.78 87.93 95.56 88.89 88.59 93.33 90.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 155: How much do you agree that your neighbourhood is safe in the streets at night? (Question 52; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 9.32; df = 5; p = 0.097) (x2 = 26.16; df = 5; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 21.46; df = 5; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 115) (n = 110) (n = 174) (n = 175) (n = 187) (n = 291) (n = 290) (n = 300) 
Disagree strongly 23.93 24.35 32.73 23.56 29.71 14.97 23.71 27.59 21.67 
Disagree 27.35 23.48 22.73 25.86 29.71 37.43 26.46 27.24 31.67 
Neither 6.84 6.09 14.55 8.05 4.00 11.23 7.56 4.83 12.33 
Agree 29.06 39.13 24.55 34.48 26.29 26.20 32.30 31.38 25.67 
Agree strongly 10.26 5.22 3.64 8.05 6.29 3.21 8.93 5.86 3.67 
Not relevant 2.56 1.74 1.82 0.00 4.00 6.95 1.03 3.10 5.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 156: How much do you agree that your neighbourhood is a safe in the streets at night? (Question 52; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 6.94; df = 3; p = 0.074) (x2 = 12.79; df = 5; p = 0.025) (x2 = 15.82; df = 5; p = 0.007) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 56) (n = 45) (n = 43) (n = 146) (n = 149) (n = 145) 
Disagree strongly 5.41 4.44 17.78 5.36 8.89 6.98 7.53 6.71 11.03 
Disagree 21.62 31.11 11.11 14.29 11.11 16.28 21.23 17.45 16.55 
Neither 0.00 2.22 0.00 3.57 0.00 0.00 2.05 2.68 1.38 
Agree 62.16 31.11 46.67 64.29 37.78 37.21 55.48 31.54 40.00 
Agree strongly 10.81 28.89 24.44 12.50 40.00 37.21 13.70 39.60 30.34 
Not relevant 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.00 2.22 2.33 0.00 2.01 0.69 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 157: How much do you agree that the local police service is good? (Question 52; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.00; df = 5; p = 0.416) (x2 = 8.31; df = 4; p = 0.081) (x2 = 11.64; df = 5; p = 0.040) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 112) (n = 110) (n = 175) (n = 176) (n = 183) (n = 293) (n = 288) (n = 296) 
Disagree strongly 22.03 19.64 15.45 6.86 9.09 7.10 12.97 13.19 10.14 
Disagree 21.19 22.32 27.27 22.29 17.05 21.31 21.84 19.10 23.65 
Neither 10.17 7.14 13.64 8.00 10.23 18.03 8.87 9.03 16.89 
Agree 41.53 41.96 36.36 57.14 52.84 48.09 50.85 48.61 43.24 
Agree strongly 4.24 8.04 7.27 5.71 10.23 5.46 5.12 9.38 6.08 
Not relevant 0.85 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.34 0.69 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 158: How much do you agree that the local police service is good? (Question 52; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 6.40; df = 4; p = 0.171) (x2 = 10.09; df = 4; p = 0.039) (x2 = 24.10; df = 4; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 44) (n = 42) (n = 55) (n = 45) (n = 44) (n = 143) (n = 149) (n = 143) 
Disagree strongly 0.00 0.00 2.38 1.82 2.22 4.55 0.70 1.34 3.50 
Disagree 2.70 2.27 0.00 3.64 4.44 2.27 3.50 3.36 2.80 
Neither 5.41 6.82 0.00 7.27 0.00 4.55 6.29 4.70 2.10 
Agree 70.27 63.64 59.52 63.64 51.11 36.36 69.23 56.38 47.55 
Agree strongly 21.62 27.27 38.10 23.64 42.22 52.27 20.28 34.23 44.06 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 159: How much do you agree that children can play safely outside? (Question 52; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 10.39; df = 5; p = 0.065) (x2 = 14.00; df = 5; p = 0.016) (x2 = 22.34; df = 5; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 114) (n = 114) (n = 108) (n = 173) (n = 171) (n = 177) (n = 287) (n = 285) (n = 288) 
Disagree strongly 31.58 21.93 25.00 10.40 14.62 8.47 18.82 17.54 14.58 
Disagree 26.32 36.84 30.56 24.28 29.82 23.73 25.09 32.63 26.39 
Neither 4.39 8.77 12.96 6.94 8.77 14.12 5.92 8.77 13.54 
Agree 33.33 29.82 29.63 53.18 40.35 48.59 45.30 36.14 41.67 
Agree strongly 3.51 1.75 0.00 5.20 5.26 1.69 4.53 3.86 1.04 
Not relevant 0.88 0.88 1.85 0.00 1.17 3.39 0.35 1.05 2.78 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 160: How much do you agree that children can play safely outside? (Question 52; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 13.02; df = 4; p = 0.011) (x2 = 6.25; df = 3; p = 0.100) (x2 = 22.24; df = 4; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 35) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 142) (n = 147) (n = 148) 
Disagree strongly 2.86 0.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 2.22 2.11 1.36 2.70 
Disagree 8.57 11.36 13.33 5.26 4.55 2.22 7.75 6.80 8.78 
Neither 8.57 2.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.11 0.68 0.68 
Agree 65.71 54.55 37.78 71.93 38.64 53.33 71.13 43.54 47.30 
Agree strongly 14.29 31.82 42.22 22.81 56.82 42.22 16.90 46.94 40.54 
Not relevant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 161: How much do you agree that you can trust most people most of the time? (Question 52; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.82; df = 4; p = 0.099) (x2 = 19.54; df = 4; p = 0.001) (x2 = 25.90; df = 4; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 115) (n = 107) (n = 175) (n = 177) (n = 183) (n = 288) (n = 292) (n = 293) 
Disagree strongly 18.58 14.78 14.95 7.43 6.78 4.37 11.81 9.93 8.19 
Disagree 21.24 21.74 21.50 10.29 8.47 13.11 14.58 13.70 16.04 
Neither 5.31 10.43 14.95 3.43 6.78 16.39 4.17 8.22 16.04 
Agree 46.02 50.43 44.86 68.00 67.23 59.02 59.38 60.62 53.58 
Agree strongly 8.85 2.61 3.74 10.86 10.17 7.10 10.07 7.19 6.14 
Not relevant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 162: How much do you agree that you can trust most people most of the time? (Question 52; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 23.04; df = 3; p < 0.0001 ) (x2 = 15.96; df = 3; p = 0.001) (x2 = 44.45; df = 4; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 56) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 145) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Disagree strongly 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.67 0.67 
Disagree 2.70 8.89 6.67 1.79 2.22 0.00 1.38 4.00 6.00 
Neither 5.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 3.45 0.67 0.00 
Agree 75.68 51.11 28.89 66.07 35.56 28.89 71.03 42.00 37.33 
Agree strongly 16.22 37.78 64.44 32.14 60.00 68.89 24.14 52.67 56.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 163: How much do you agree that neighbours look out for one another? (Question 52; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.08; df = 4; p = 0.722) (x2 = 12.77; df = 5; p = 0.026) (x2 = 11.37; df = 5; p = 0.045) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 112) (n = 112) (n = 107) (n = 178) (n = 169) (n = 180) (n = 290) (n = 281) (n = 290) 
Disagree strongly 11.61 12.50 10.28 2.25 4.14 3.33 5.86 7.47 5.86 
Disagree 18.75 20.54 19.63 7.30 13.02 16.11 11.72 16.01 17.59 
Neither 8.93 15.18 14.95 6.18 10.06 10.56 7.24 12.10 12.41 
Agree 46.43 42.86 42.06 62.36 56.21 56.11 56.21 50.89 50.34 
Agree strongly 14.29 8.04 13.08 21.35 15.98 13.89 18.62 12.81 13.79 
Not relevant 0.00 0.89 0.00 0.56 0.59 0.00 0.34 0.71 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 164: How much do you agree that neighbours look out for one another? (Question 52; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 9.89; df = 3; p = 0.019) (x2 = 9.86; df = 4; p = 0.043) (x2 = 17.65; df = 4; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 36) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 143) (n = 149) (n = 149) 
Disagree strongly 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.67 0.67 
Disagree 2.78 2.27 6.67 5.26 2.22 6.67 4.20 2.01 6.71 
Neither 16.67 4.55 0.00 3.51 2.22 4.44 6.99 2.68 1.34 
Agree 50.00 52.27 44.44 56.14 46.67 26.67 55.94 43.62 39.60 
Agree strongly 30.56 40.91 48.89 35.09 48.89 60.00 32.87 51.01 51.68 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 165: If you had sensor lights (automatic outside house lights) installed, do you think they have improved 
safety? (Question 54; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 61.38; df = 3; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 24.59; df = 3; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 68.44; df = 3; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 97) (n = 93) (n = 89) (n = 159) (n = 145) (n = 149) (n = 256) (n = 238) (n = 240) 
Yes 11.34 39.78 42.70 31.45 38.62 32.89 23.83 39.08 36.67 
Possibly 5.15 21.51 28.09 5.03 11.03 23.49 5.08 15.13 25.42 
No 21.65 26.88 15.73 16.98 23.45 12.75 18.75 24.79 13.75 
Not installed 61.86 11.83 13.48 46.54 26.90 30.87 52.34 21.01 24.17 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 166: Looking back over the last 6-12 months, would you say that in general, conditions in your 
neighbourhood in relation to crime and personal safety today are better, worse or about the same? (Question 
55; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.42; df = 2; p = 0.024) (x2 = 5.10; df = 2; p = 0.078) (x2 = 8.67; df = 2; p = 0.013) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 114) (n = 107) (n = 173) (n = 170) (n = 178) (n = ) (n = ) (n = ) 
Better 13.56 9.65 3.74 6.36 5.88 5.62 9.28 7.39 4.90 
About the same 61.86 60.53 63.55 86.13 79.41 79.21 76.29 71.83 73.08 
Worse 24.58 29.82 32.71 7.51 14.71 15.17 14.43 20.77 22.03 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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3.6.1 Overview: personal safety and reducing crime 
When asked to rate their neighbourhood in terms of crime and safety in 2009, only 17.63% 
of NRA respondents rated it as ‘good’, compared with 25.00% in 2004 (p = 0.043; Table 142). 
However, there were no statistically significant changes to the ratings given by control group 
respondents (p = 0.610; Table 143).  
NRA respondents were questioned about specific aspects of crime and safety and how big a 
problem these aspects were. Dangerous driving was not considered to be any more or any 
less of a problem in 2009 when compared with 2004 (p = 0.454; Table 144). There were 
statistically significant changes to the way NRA respondents viewed the problem of young 
people in groups on the streets (p = 0.004; Table 145). Overall, the NRA respondents were 
less likely to think that young people in groups on the streets were no problem in 2009 
(17.17%) compared with 2004 (27.12%; Table 145). The same trend was observed for both 
public and private housing however it was only statistically significant for the public housing 
residents (p = 0.001; Table 145).  
There were no statistically significant changes in the way NRA respondents described the 
problem of poor street lighting (p = 0.217; Table 148). However, perceptions of aggressive 
behaviour in the streets changed, becoming a much bigger problem in 2009 when compared 
with 2004 (p = 0.001; Table 149). For both the public and private housing residents 
aggressive behaviour in the streets was considered to be a much bigger problem in 2009 
compared with 2004. Twenty per cent of the private housing residents described aggressive 
behaviour in the streets as a big problem in 2004, compared with 26% in 2009 (p = 0.027; 
Table 149). The change was even greater for public housing residents going from 40% in 
2004 to 56% in 2009 (p = 0.004; Table 149).  
The perceptions of how problematic house robberies and theft were in 2009 compared with 
2004 were somewhat contradictory, with a higher proportion of residents stating that this 
was no problem (33.37% in 2009 and 29.96% in 2004) as well as more people saying it was a 
big problem (31.37% in 2009 and 24.72% in 2004, p = 0.046; Table 150). Following 
stratification, this contradiction was only apparent for the private housing residents (p = 
0.021), there were no statistically significant changes for the public housing residents (p = 
0.593; Table 150). 
Car theft and joyriding were considered to be bigger problems in 2009 compared with 2004 
for the public housing residents (36.28% in 2009 and 34.65% in 2004, p = 0.025) and the 
private housing residents (21.85% in 2009 and 14.84% in 2004, p = 0.004) but not the NRA 
respondents overall (p = 0.354; Table 151). Private housing residents were also more likely 
to suggest that car theft and joyriding were no problem in 2009 (50.99%) compared with 
2004 (40.00%; Table 151). 
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When respondents were asked if there were any other problems that should be noted, there 
was a statistically significant increase in the proportion of respondents who suggested a 
minor (3.37% to 8.82%) or big problem (19.10% to 38.24%, p = 0.026; Table 152).  
In spite of the less favourable responses about specific crime and safety issues, NRA 
respondents were less likely to have been a victim of crime in 2009 (20.68%) compared with 
2004 (27.74%, p = 0.046; Table 153). While this trend was also apparent for the control 
group (9.33% in 2009 and 11.41% in 2004) the difference was not found to be statistically 
significant (p = 0.556; Table 154).  
In general, NRA respondents agreed less with each of the positive statements about safety 
and trust in their neighbourhood in 2009 compared with 2004. In contrast, control group 
respondents agreed with positive statements more in 2009 compared with 2004, with a 
trend for increases in respondents stating that they ‘agree strongly’.  
Specifically, when NRA respondents were asked about how much they agreed that their 
neighbourhood was safe in the streets at night, less respondents agreed with this statement 
in 2009 (32.30%) when compared with 2004 (25.67%, p = 0.001; Table 155). This trend was 
also apparent for both the public (29.02% to 24.55%, p = 0.097) and private housing 
residents (34.48% to 26.20%, p < 0.0001) but it was not statistically significant for the public 
housing residents (Table 155). A similar trend was observed for the control group with only 
40% of respondents agreeing in 2009 compared with 55% in 2004 however more 
respondents agreed strongly (from 13.70% in 2004 to 30.34% in 2009, p =0.007; Table 156). 
Respondents in the Deciles 8 – 10 group were also more likely to agree strongly with the 
statement that their neighbourhood was safe in the streets at night (p = 0.025) however 
there were no statistically significant changes for the Deciles 1 – 3 group (p = 0.074; Table 
156).  
While there was a shift in agreement among the NRA respondents with the statement that 
the local police service is good, it was difficult to see if this shift was positive or negative. For 
example, whilst more people disagreed with this statement (21.84% in 2004 and 23.65 in 
2009), less people disagreed strongly (13.97% in 2004 and 10.14% in 2009, p = 0.040; Table 
157). Similarly, a greater proportion of respondents agreed strongly (5.12% to 6.08%) but 
fewer agreed (50.85% to 43.24%, p = 0.040; Table 157). The main shift was the increase in 
those who responded with ‘neither’, from 9% in 2004 to 17% in 2009 (Table 157). The trends 
were still somewhat contradictory following stratification into public and private housing 
and the changes were no longer statistically significant in either the public (p = 0.416) or 
private housing residents (p = 0.081; Table 157). For control respondents a greater 
proportion of respondents agreed strongly that the local police service was good (from 
20.28% to 44.06%, p < 0.0001; Table 158). This was also true for the Deciles 8 – 10 group 
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(from 23.64% to 52.27%, p = 0.039) and the Deciles 1 – 3 group (from 21.62% to 38.10%, p = 
0.171) but the change was only statistically significant in the Deciles 8 – 10 group (Table 
158).   
For the NRA overall, as well as the private housing residents, respondents were less likely to 
agree or agree strongly that it was safe for children to play outside in 2009 compared with 
2004 (p < 0.0001 and p = 0.016, respectively; Table 159). There were no statistically 
significant differences observed in the public housing group (p = 0.065; Table 159). In 
contrast, a large increase in the proportion of control group respondents who agreed 
strongly was observed (from 16.90% to 40.54%, p < 0.0001; Table 160). Although this 
increase in strong agreement was observed in both Decile groups, it was only statistically 
significant for the Decile 1 – 3 group (0.011) not the Decile 8 – 10 group (p = 0.100; Table 
160).  
There was a statistically significant difference in the level of agreement with the statement 
you can trust most people most of the time for the NRA group overall (p < 0.0001; Table 
161). The main shift in agreement between 2004 and 2009 was the increase in the 
proportion of respondents who neither agreed nor disagreed which rose from 4% in 2004 to 
16% in 2009 (Table 161). This was also true for private housing residents where there were 
increases in the proportion of respondents who neither agreed nor disagreed (from 3.43% to 
16.39%) but decreases in the level of agreement and strong agreement (p = 0.001; Table 
161). Similar trends were observed in the public housing group, however these were not 
statistically significant (p = 0.099; Table 161). The control group overall and the Decile 
groups all recorded statistically significant changes to the level of agreement with the 
statement about trusting others (Table 162). For the control group overall there were 
increases in the proportion of respondents who agreed strongly (24.14% to 56.00%) and 
decreases in those who agreed (71.03% to 37.33%, p < 0.0001; Table 162). This trend was 
also apparent for the Deciles 1 – 3 group (p < 0.0001) and Deciles 8 – 10 group (p = 0.001; 
Table 162).  
In 2004, 19% of NRA respondents agreed strongly that neighbours looked out for one 
another and this dropped to 14% in 2009 (p = 0.045; Table 163). Similarly, there was a 
decrease in those who agreed (56.21% to 50.34%, p = 0.045; Table 163). The decrease in 
levels of agreement that neighbours looked out for one another was also apparent in the 
public and private housing groups, however it was only statistically significant for the private 
housing residents (p = 0.026; Table 163). For the control group, the proportion of 
respondents who agreed strongly with this statement in 2004 was 33%, compared with 52% 
in 2009 (p = 0.001; Table 164). This was also apparent when the control group was stratified 
by decile group, with Deciles 1 – 3 showing an increase in the proportion of respondents 
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agreeing strongly from 31% to 49% (p = 0.019)and Deciles 8 – 10 recording an increase from 
35% to 60%(p = 0.043; Table 164). 
There was a substantial increase in the proportion of public housing residents who thought 
that having sensor lights installed improved safety (11.34% in 2004 and 42.70% in 2009, p < 
0.0001; Table 165). There were also substantial decreases in the number of private housing 
residents, and NRA respondents overall who had not had sensor lights installed in 2009 
(24.17%) compared with 2004 (52.34%, p < 0.001; Table 165).  
NRA respondents were less likely to perceive that the conditions with regard to crime and 
safety had improved over the past six – 12 months in 2009 (4.90%) compared with 2004 
(9.28%, p = 0.013; Table 166). This change in perceptions was even more pronounced for the 
public housing residents (3.74% in 2009 and 13.56% in 2004, p = 0.024), however there were 
no statistically significant changes in perceptions for private housing residents (p = 0.078; 
Table 166). 
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3.7  Pride and participation in the community 
This section of the report reflects on respondents’ pride and participation in the community 
as well as providing an insight into their perceptions of community members’ pride and 
participation. 
Table 167: How much pride do most local people have in this neighbourhood? (Question 56; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 8.58; df = 2; p = 0.014) (x2 = 8.16; df = 2; p = 0.017) (x2 = 14.46; df = 2; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 113) (n = 104) (n = 175) (n = 171) (n = 175) (n = 293) (n = 284) (n = 282) 
A lot 16.95 11.50 4.81 31.43 23.98 18.29 25.60 19.01 13.12 
A moderate amount 46.61 47.79 49.04 50.86 54.39 59.43 49.15 51.76 55.67 
Very little 36.44 40.71 46.15 17.71 21.64 22.29 25.26 29.23 31.21 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 168: How much pride do most local people have in this neighbourhood? (Question 56; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.00; df = 2; p = 0.368) (x2 = 3.93; df = 2; p = 0.140) (x2 = 1.02; df = 2; p = 0.601) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 147) (n = 150) (n = 149) 
A lot 51.35 42.22 66.67 63.79 55.56 46.67 55.78 49.33 53.69 
A moderate amount 45.95 53.33 31.11 36.21 37.78 51.11 42.18 47.33 42.28 
Very little 2.70 4.44 2.22 0.00 6.67 2.22 2.04 3.33 4.03 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 169: How much do most people in this neighbourhood participate in local activities? (Question 57; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 9.52; df = 2; p = 0.009) (x2 = 1.84; df = 2; p = 0.398) (x2 = 3.06; df = 2; p = 0.217) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 100) (n = 99) (n = 91) (n = 155) (n = 143) (n = 151) (n = 255) (n = 242) (n = 245) 
A lot 13.00 9.09 6.59 12.90 7.69 18.54 12.94 8.26 14.29 
A moderate amount 35.00 31.31 19.78 48.39 44.76 45.03 43.14 39.26 35.51 
Very little 52.00 59.60 73.63 38.71 47.55 36.42 43.92 52.48 50.20 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 170: How much do most people in this neighbourhood participate in local activities? (Question 57; 
control participants) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.60; df = 2; p = 0.739) (x2 = 1.47; df = 2; p = 0.479) (x2 = 1.02; df = 2; p = 0.601) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 33) (n = 41) (n = 41) (n = 54) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 134) (n = 141) (n = 143) 
A lot 36.36 34.15 41.46 42.59 27.27 31.11 38.81 29.08 36.36 
A moderate amount 54.55 58.54 53.66 42.59 59.09 53.33 49.25 59.57 54.55 
Very little 9.09 7.32 4.88 14.81 13.64 15.56 11.94 11.35 9.09 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 171: Using a scale from 0 to 10 (0 = not at all important, 10 = extremely important) how important are 
each of the following for a good neighbourhood…? (Question 58; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing Private housing Total 
  2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
People have a say in the decisions 
affecting their community 7.78 6.90 7.75 8.46 7.85 7.95* 8.18 7.48 7.87 
Government listens, cares and gets 
things done 7.85 5.78 6.78* 7.87 7.23 7.71 7.86 6.67 7.34* 
Good local services and facilities  8.52 6.76 8.15 8.90 8.43 8.57 8.75 7.78 8.39* 
People care about their neighbourhood 
& participate in local activities 7.47 5.61 7.00 7.75 7.12 7.33 7.64 6.53 7.20* 
A nice living environment with open 
spaces 8.64 6.81 7.70* 8.97 8.32 8.01* 8.83 7.73 7.90* 
Interesting local activities and events 
for everyone 7.94 5.93 7.30 8.18 7.56 7.45* 8.08 6.93 7.40* 
People are health and happy, and have 
secure incomes 8.66 6.90 7.74* 8.77 8.17 8.23* 8.72 7.68 8.05* 
Having people of different back grounds 
living together 7.53 6.19 6.62* 7.25 6.64 6.84 7.36 6.46 6.76* 
Having your family and friends close by 8.34 7.40 8.31 8.42 8.19 8.36 8.39 7.88 8.34 
A safe and friendly place 9.08 7.90 8.50 9.36 8.81 8.88* 9.24 8.46 8.74* 
* Note: Indicates statistically significant (p < 0.05) increase over time based on t-tests for independent 
samples  
 
Table 172: How much do you agree with the statement: by working together, local people could improve this 
neighbourhood and influence decisions affecting it? (Question 59; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.89; df = 4; p = 0.926) (x2 = 28.48; df = 4; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 19.49; df = 4; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
 (n = 115) (n = 114) (n = 105) (n = 173) (n = 177) (n = 184) (n = 288) (n = 291) (n = 292) 
Disagree strongly 0.87 3.51 0.95 0.58 1.69 0.54 0.69 2.41 0.68 
Disagree 2.61 6.14 1.90 1.16 4.52 6.52 1.74 5.15 4.79 
Neither 7.83 7.89 6.67 5.20 6.78 21.20 6.25 7.22 15.75 
Agree 61.74 59.65 58.10 73.41 67.23 55.98 68.75 64.26 56.51 
Agree strongly 26.96 22.81 32.38 19.65 19.77 15.76 22.57 20.96 22.26 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 173: How much do you agree with the statement: by working together, local people could improve this 
neighbourhood and influence decisions affecting it? (Question 59; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 10.70; df = 4; p = 0.030) (x2 = 11.33; df = 4; p = 0.023) (x2 = 25.78; df = 4; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 43) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 147) (n = 148) 
Disagree strongly 0.00 2.33 2.22 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 1.36 2.03 
Disagree 0.00 0.00 4.44 0.00 4.55 2.22 1.37 2.04 2.70 
Neither 5.26 4.65 0.00 3.51 2.27 2.22 3.42 4.76 0.68 
Agree 68.42 53.49 42.22 71.93 50.00 42.22 71.92 47.62 47.30 
Agree strongly 26.32 39.53 51.11 24.56 43.18 51.11 23.29 44.22 47.30 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 174: How much do you agree with the statement: Most people in this neighbourhood have too many 
worries of their own to put time and effort into community activities? (Question 59; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 9.96; df = 4; p = 0.041) (x2 = 11.12; df = 4; p = 0.025) (x2 = 17.13; df = 4; p = 0.002) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 108) (n = 108) (n = 107) (n = 159) (n = 162) (n = 158) (n = 267) (n = 270) (n = 268) 
Disagree strongly 0.93 3.70 0.93 1.26 2.47 0.00 1.12 2.96 0.37 
Disagree 15.74 9.26 3.74 28.30 16.67 15.19 23.22 13.70 10.45 
Neither 8.33 13.89 5.61 10.69 10.49 16.46 9.74 11.85 11.94 
Agree 56.48 51.85 66.36 49.06 52.47 55.70 52.06 52.22 59.70 
Agree strongly 18.52 21.30 23.36 10.69 17.90 12.66 13.86 19.26 17.54 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 175: How much do you agree with the statement: by helping others, you help yourself in the long run? 
(Question 59; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.97; df = 4; p = 0.291) (x2 = 13.51; df = 4; p = 0.009) (x2 = 8.74; df = 4; p = 0.068) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 115) (n = 116) (n = 107) (n = 176) (n = 178) (n = 187) (n = 291) (n = 294) (n = 297) 
Disagree strongly 1.74 6.03 1.87 1.70 2.81 0.53 1.72 4.08 1.01 
Disagree 4.35 5.17 0.00 2.84 2.81 4.28 3.44 3.74 3.03 
Neither 6.96 5.17 6.54 5.68 3.93 17.11 6.19 4.42 13.13 
Agree 59.13 61.21 59.81 60.23 57.87 50.80 59.79 59.18 54.21 
Agree strongly 27.83 22.41 31.78 29.55 32.58 27.27 28.87 28.57 28.62 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 176: How much do you agree with the statement: generally, this neighbourhood has a good reputation 
with people living in the surrounding area? (Question 59; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.14; df = 4; p = 0.129) (x2 = 21.72; df = 4; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 23.41; df = 4; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 112) (n = 109) (n = 108) (n = 165) (n = 164) (n = 163) (n = 277) (n = 273) (n = 274) 
Disagree strongly 19.64 20.18 31.48 7.27 9.15 12.88 12.27 13.55 20.07 
Disagree 23.21 22.02 28.70 11.52 17.68 20.25 16.25 19.41 23.72 
Neither 10.71 11.93 8.33 9.09 10.37 19.63 9.75 10.99 14.96 
Agree 36.61 38.53 25.00 67.27 55.49 42.94 54.87 48.72 36.13 
Agree strongly 9.82 7.34 6.48 4.85 7.32 4.29 6.86 7.33 5.11 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 177: How much do you agree with the statement: generally, this neighbourhood has a good reputation 
with the people living in the surrounding area? (Question 59; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 13.39; df = 3; p = 0.004) (x2 = 19.87; df = 4; p = 0.001) (x2 = 37.29; df = 4; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 147) (n = 147) (n = 150) 
Disagree strongly 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.68 2.00 
Disagree 5.26 0.00 4.44 3.45 2.27 2.22 2.72 1.36 5.33 
Neither 2.63 0.00 0.00 1.72 0.00 4.44 2.72 0.00 2.00 
Agree 76.32 54.55 42.22 68.97 52.27 26.67 74.15 46.94 40.67 
Agree strongly 15.79 45.45 53.33 25.86 45.45 64.44 20.41 51.02 50.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 178: How much do you agree with the statement: people in this neighbourhood have got a lot of 
different resources and abilities? (Question 59; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.64; df = 4; p = 0.457) (x2 = 6.23; df = 4; p = 0.183) (x2 = 4.07; df = 4; p = 0.397) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 101) (n = 100) (n = 96) (n = 152) (n = 154) (n = 165) (n = 253) (n = 254) (n = 264) 
Disagree strongly 10.89 16.00 12.50 3.95 5.19 7.27 6.72 9.45 9.09 
Disagree 21.78 23.00 20.83 9.87 14.94 10.30 14.62 18.11 14.02 
Neither 13.86 15.00 11.46 10.53 12.34 18.18 11.86 13.39 15.53 
Agree 44.55 39.00 52.08 67.76 59.74 57.58 58.50 51.57 56.06 
Agree strongly 8.91 7.00 3.13 7.89 7.79 6.67 8.30 7.48 5.30 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 179: How much do you agree with the statement: generally, this is a strong community, where people 
have a lot in common and are willing to work together? (Question 59; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.88; df = 4; p = 0.209) (x2 = 7.42; df = 4; p = 0.115) (x2 = 10.68; df = 4; p = 0.030) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 107) (n = 107) (n = 107) (n = 160) (n = 161) (n = 164) (n = 267) (n = 268) (n = 273) 
Disagree strongly 22.43 16.82 24.30 9.38 10.56 10.98 14.61 13.06 16.48 
Disagree 28.04 36.45 34.58 21.25 32.30 25.00 23.97 33.96 28.57 
Neither 14.02 9.35 15.89 14.38 13.66 23.17 14.23 11.94 20.15 
Agree 28.97 28.97 24.30 50.63 40.99 37.80 41.95 36.19 32.60 
Agree strongly 6.54 8.41 0.93 4.38 2.48 3.05 5.24 4.85 2.20 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 180: How much do you agree with the statement: generally, this is a strong community, where people 
have a lot in common and are willing to work together? (Question 59; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 11.85; df = 4; p = 0.018) (x2 = 5.31; df = 4; p = 0.257) (x2 = 21.82; df = 4; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 35) (n = 43) (n = 44) (n = 57) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 142) (n = 147) (n = 148) 
Disagree strongly 0.00 0.00 4.55 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.68 2.03 
Disagree 11.43 9.30 11.36 8.77 8.89 11.11 11.27 8.16 13.51 
Neither 20.00 18.60 0.00 19.30 4.44 6.67 19.01 10.88 3.38 
Agree 57.14 41.86 61.36 54.39 55.56 53.33 54.23 49.66 57.43 
Agree strongly 11.43 30.23 22.73 17.54 31.11 26.67 15.49 30.61 23.65 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 181: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: I know 
quite a few people who live in this neighbourhood? (Question 60; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.83; df = 2; p = 0.242) (x2 = 8.96; df = 2; p = 0.011) (x2 = 5.28; df = 2; p = 0.071) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 180) (n = 186) (n = 298) (n = 296) (n = 299) 
Disagree 19.49 22.41 11.82 8.33 13.33 13.98 12.75 16.89 13.38 
Neither 4.24 6.03 6.36 3.33 5.00 9.14 3.69 5.41 8.03 
Agree 76.27 71.55 81.82 88.33 81.67 76.88 83.56 77.70 78.60 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 182: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: I know 
quite a few people who live in this neighbourhood? (Question 60; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 7.14; df = 2; p = 0.028) (x2 = 0.87; df = 2; p = 0.646) (x2 = 7.37; df = 2; p = 0.025) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Disagree 10.53 0.00 20.00 5.26 0.00 6.67 11.64 2.67 12.00 
Neither 13.16 0.00 0.00 1.75 6.67 0.00 4.79 2.00 0.00 
Agree 76.32 100.00 80.00 92.98 93.33 93.33 83.56 95.33 88.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 183: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: I feel a 
sense of belonging to this community? (Question 60; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.06; df = 2; p = 0.080) (x2 = 11.97; df = 2; p = 0.003) (x2 = 16.06; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 113) (n = 107) (n = 173) (n = 176) (n = 178) (n = 286) (n = 289) (n = 288) 
Disagree 25.66 31.86 30.84 14.45 13.07 16.85 18.88 20.42 21.88 
Neither 17.70 16.81 27.10 13.29 14.77 26.97 15.03 15.57 27.08 
Agree 56.64 51.33 42.06 72.25 72.16 56.18 66.08 64.01 51.04 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 184: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: I feel a 
sense of belonging to this community? (Question 60; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 7.85; df = 2; p = 0.020) (x2 = 1.69; df = 2; p = 0.430) (x2 = 13.59; df = 2; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 149) (n = 150) 
Disagree 7.89 4.55 6.67 3.45 4.44 6.67 5.41 6.04 8.00 
Neither 15.79 0.00 0.00 6.90 4.44 2.22 10.14 2.01 0.67 
Agree 76.32 95.45 93.33 89.66 91.11 91.11 84.46 91.95 91.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 185: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: many of 
my family and friends live in this neighbourhood or close by? (Question 60; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.59; df = 2; p = 0.166) (x2 = 2.56; df = 2; p = 0.279) (x2 = 4.86; df = 2; p = 0.088) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 115) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 178) (n = 187) (n = 300) (n = 293) (n = 300) 
Disagree 26.67 28.70 16.36 18.33 25.28 14.44 21.67 26.62 15.33 
Neither 9.17 10.43 10.91 5.00 8.43 8.56 6.67 9.22 9.33 
Agree 64.17 60.87 72.73 76.67 66.29 77.01 71.67 64.16 75.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 186: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: I feel 
generally valued by the community? (Question 60; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.85; df = 2; p = 0.241) (x2 = 3.77; df = 2; p = 0.152) (x2 = 6.50; df = 2; p = 0.039) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 103) (n = 99) (n = 101) (n = 152) (n = 153) (n = 168) (n = 255) (n = 252) (n = 272) 
Disagree 43.69 40.40 44.55 23.68 22.88 22.62 31.76 29.76 30.88 
Neither 23.30 23.23 31.68 21.05 21.57 30.36 21.96 22.22 31.25 
Agree 33.01 36.36 23.76 55.26 55.56 47.02 46.27 48.02 37.87 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 187: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: I feel 
generally valued by the community? (Question 60; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 11.53; df = 2; p = 0.003) (x2 = 5.94; df = 2; p = 0.051) (x2 = 27.28; df = 2; p < 0.0001 ) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 42) (n = 43) (n = 55) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 143) (n = 145) (n = 146) 
Disagree 10.53 4.76 11.63 5.45 6.82 13.33 7.69 6.90 11.64 
Neither 23.68 14.29 0.00 14.55 6.82 2.22 20.28 11.03 1.37 
Agree 65.79 80.95 88.37 80.00 86.36 84.44 72.03 82.07 86.99 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 188: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: I feel I 
have some influence or control over decisions made in this neighbourhood? (Question 60; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.94; df = 2; p = 0.626) (x2 = 16.15; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 15.01; df = 2; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 108) (n = 106) (n = 166) (n = 161) (n = 180) (n = 279) (n = 269) (n = 289) 
Disagree 66.37 62.04 61.32 60.84 59.01 50.56 63.08 60.22 54.67 
Neither 15.04 19.44 19.81 15.06 16.15 33.33 15.05 17.47 28.37 
Agree 18.58 18.52 18.87 24.10 24.84 16.11 21.86 22.30 16.96 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 189: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: I feel I 
have some influence or control over decisions made in this neighbourhood? (Question 60; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 7.29; df = 2; p = 0.026) (x2 = 2.61; df = 2; p = 0.271) (x2 = 11.07; df = 2; p = 0.004) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 54) (n = 44) (n = 43) (n = 142) (n = 148) (n = 146) 
Disagree 39.47 37.78 40.00 33.33 22.73 34.88 39.44 33.78 39.73 
Neither 23.68 11.11 4.44 24.07 25.00 11.63 20.42 15.54 7.53 
Agree 36.84 51.11 55.56 42.59 52.27 53.49 40.14 50.68 52.74 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 190: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: in an 
emergency, I could raise $2000 within 2 days from my relatives and friends? (Question 60; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.24; df = 2; p = 0.539) (x2 = 2.89; df = 2; p = 0.236) (x2 = 2.57; df = 2; p = 0.276) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 109) (n = 104) (n = 101) (n = 161) (n = 156) (n = 157) (n = 270) (n = 260) (n = 261) 
Disagree 64.22 60.58 69.31 35.40 43.59 37.58 47.04 50.38 49.81 
Neither 6.42 2.88 7.92 1.86 1.92 5.10 3.70 2.31 6.13 
Agree 29.36 36.54 22.77 62.73 54.49 57.32 49.26 47.31 44.06 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 191: With regard to your own connection to the community, do you agree with the statement: in an 
emergency, I could raise $2000 within 2 days from my relatives and friends? (Question 60; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.45; df = 2; p = 0.484) (x2 = 0.55; df = 2; p = 0.759) (x2 = 2.55; df = 2; p = 0.279) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 43) (n = 53) (n = 40) (n = 45) (n = 143) (n = 142) (n = 147) 
Disagree 15.79 11.11 13.95 13.21 7.50 17.78 16.78 16.20 18.37 
Neither 7.89 2.22 2.33 3.77 0.00 2.22 5.59 2.11 2.04 
Agree 76.32 86.67 83.72 83.02 92.50 80.00 77.62 81.69 79.59 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 192: In the last month, have you done any voluntary work with a local community organisation? 
(Question 61; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.09; df = 2; p = 0.579) (x2 = 1.45; df = 2; p = 0.485) (x2 = 0.36; df = 2; p = 0.835) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 115) (n = 108) (n = 178) (n = 181) (n = 186) (n = 297) (n = 296) (n = 297) 
Yes, often 10.08 13.04 6.48 11.80 15.47 16.13 11.11 14.53 12.46 
Yes, a few times 10.92 7.83 12.96 14.04 11.60 13.98 12.79 10.14 13.47 
No 78.99 79.13 80.56 74.16 72.93 69.89 76.09 75.34 74.07 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 193: In the last month, have you done any voluntary work with a local community organisation? 
(Question 61; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 5.77; df = 2; p = 0.056) (x2 = 1.57; df = 2; p = 4.56) (x2 = 2.92; df = 2; p = 0.232) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 37) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes, often 8.11 24.44 28.89 24.14 24.44 33.33 21.62 22.00 28.67 
Yes, a few times 16.22 11.11 15.56 24.14 26.67 26.67 20.95 22.67 23.33 
No 75.68 64.44 55.56 51.72 48.89 40.00 57.43 55.33 48.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 194: In the last month, have you visited friends locally? (Question 61; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.46; df = 2; p = 0.482) (x2 = 0.88; df = 2; p = 0.646) (x2 = 0.13; df = 2; p = 0.935) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 186) (n = 300) (n = 299) (n = 299) 
Yes, often 39.17 46.55 42.73 49.44 43.72 49.46 45.33 44.82 46.82 
Yes, a few times 50.00 37.07 42.73 42.22 48.09 44.62 45.33 43.81 44.15 
No 10.83 16.38 14.55 8.33 8.20 5.91 9.33 11.37 9.03 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 195: In the last month, have you spoken to your neighbours? (Question 61; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.76; df = 2; p = 0.684) (x2 = 5.90; df = 2; p = 0.052) (x2 = 2.42; df = 2; p = 0.299) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 181) (n = 185) (n = 299) (n = 297) (n = 298) 
Yes, often 42.02 43.10 47.27 57.22 48.07 45.41 51.17 46.13 45.97 
Yes, a few times 44.54 36.21 39.09 35.00 43.65 41.62 38.80 40.74 40.60 
No 13.45 20.69 13.64 7.78 8.29 12.97 10.03 13.13 13.42 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 196: In the last month, have you spoken to your neighbours? (Question 61; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 3.23; df = 2; p = 0.199) (x2 = 2.69; df = 2; p = 0.261) (x2 = 0.33; df = 2; p = 0.850) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 56) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 144) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes, often 47.37 73.33 48.89 73.21 60.00 68.89 63.19 68.00 61.33 
Yes, a few times 36.84 22.22 46.67 25.00 35.56 22.22 30.56 29.33 33.33 
No 15.79 4.44 4.44 1.79 4.44 8.89 6.25 2.67 5.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 197: In the last month, have you picked up other people's rubbish in a public place? (Question 61; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.17; df = 2; p = 0.920) (x2 = 3.46; df = 2; p = 0.178) (x2 = 1.58; df = 2; p = 0.455) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 112) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 179) (n = 183) (n = 299) (n = 291) (n = 296) 
Yes, often 25.00 23.21 22.73 16.20 16.20 24.04 19.73 18.90 23.99 
Yes, a few times 35.83 33.04 37.27 36.87 37.99 33.33 36.45 36.08 34.46 
No 39.17 43.75 40.00 46.93 45.81 42.62 43.81 45.02 41.55 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 198: In the last month, have you picked up other people's rubbish in a public place? (Question 61; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 2.43; df = 2; p = 0.297) (x2 = 1.92; df = 2; p = 0.383) (x2 = 4.52; df = 2; p = 0.104) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes, often 18.42 28.89 22.22 13.79 22.22 24.44 14.38 22.00 22.00 
Yes, a few times 31.58 33.33 44.44 41.38 44.44 35.56 39.04 39.33 42.00 
No 50.00 37.78 33.33 44.83 33.33 40.00 46.58 38.67 36.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 199: In the last month, have you taken part in a local church, sporting or social club? (Question 61; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.21; df = 2; p = 0.331) (x2 = 2.91; df = 2; p = 0.233) (x2 = 4.09; df = 2; p = 0.130) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 112) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 184) (n = 297) (n = 293) (n = 297) 
Yes, often 15.25 20.54 14.55 28.49 26.52 35.87 23.23 24.23 27.61 
Yes, a few times 18.64 14.29 11.82 24.02 20.99 18.48 21.89 18.43 15.82 
No 66.10 65.18 73.64 47.49 52.49 45.65 54.88 57.34 56.57 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 200: In the last month, have you taken part in a local church, sporting or social club? (Question 61; 
control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.15; df = 2; p = 0.930) (x2 = 0.22; df = 2; p = 0.896) (x2 = 0.47; df = 2; p = 0.792) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes, often 39.47 35.56 35.56 45.61 28.89 42.22 47.30 28.67 45.33 
Yes, a few times 26.32 31.11 28.89 22.81 24.44 26.67 23.65 24.67 22.00 
No 34.21 33.33 35.56 31.58 46.67 31.11 29.05 46.67 32.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 201: In the last month, have you been out to a local cafe, pub or show? (Question 61; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.25; df = 2; p = 0.883) (x2 = 0.51; df = 2; p = 0.773) (x2 = 0.49; df = 2; p = 0.781) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 186) (n = 300) (n = 298) (n = 299) 
Yes, often 18.33 23.28 20.91 27.78 26.37 29.03 24.00 25.17 26.09 
Yes, a few times 40.83 36.21 40.00 46.11 47.25 42.47 44.00 42.95 41.47 
No 40.83 40.52 39.09 26.11 26.37 28.49 32.00 31.88 32.44 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 202: In the last month, have you been out to a local cafe, pub or show? (Question 61; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.99; df = 2; p = 0.370) (x2 = 4.45; df = 2; p = 0.108) (x2 = 3.55; df = 2; p = 0.169) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 56) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 146) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Yes, often 31.58 28.89 24.44 28.57 20.00 46.67 31.51 25.33 35.33 
Yes, a few times 44.74 60.00 60.00 55.36 64.44 46.67 49.32 57.33 53.33 
No 23.68 11.11 15.56 16.07 15.56 6.67 19.18 17.33 11.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 203: In the last month, have you minded a friend or neighbour's child? (Question 61; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 8.31; df = 2; p = 0.016) (x2 = 8.54; df = 2; p = 0.014) (x2 = 16.24; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 114) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 181) (n = 186) (n = 300) (n = 295) (n = 299) 
Yes, often 18.33 15.79 15.45 13.33 17.13 13.98 15.33 16.61 14.72 
Yes, a few times 40.00 34.21 24.55 35.00 28.18 21.51 37.00 30.51 22.74 
No 41.67 50.00 60.00 51.67 54.70 64.52 47.67 52.88 62.54 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 204: In the last month, have you been to a public meeting or signed a petition? (Question 61; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 12.63; df = 2; p = 0.002) (x2 = 6.04; df = 2; p = 0.049) (x2 = 14.89; df = 2; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 114) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 182) (n = 183) (n = 297) (n = 296) (n = 296) 
Yes, often 1.69 2.63 3.64 2.79 4.40 8.20 2.36 3.72 6.42 
Yes, a few times 32.20 20.18 12.73 24.02 16.48 18.58 27.27 17.91 16.22 
No 66.10 77.19 83.64 73.18 79.12 73.22 70.37 78.38 77.36 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 205: Looking back over the past 12 months, would you say that pride in the community has improved, 
worsened or stayed about the same? (Question 64; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 13.76; df = 2; p = 0.001) (x2 = 14.13; df = 2; p = 0.001) (x2 = 25.60; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 115) (n = 113) (n = 103) (n = 174) (n = 172) (n = 167) (n = 289) (n = 285) (n = 273) 
More 14.78 11.50 1.94 14.37 2.91 2.99 14.53 6.32 2.56 
About the same 73.91 70.80 76.70 75.29 83.72 87.43 74.74 78.60 83.52 
Less 11.30 17.70 21.36 10.34 13.37 9.58 10.73 15.09 13.92 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 206: Looking back over the past 12 months, would you say that neighbourhood participation has 
improved, worsened or stayed about the same? (Question 65; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.67; df = 2; p = 0.160) (x2 = 6.58; df = 2; p = 0.037) (x2 = 9.96; df = 2; p = 0.007) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 108) (n = 104) (n = 94) (n = 161) (n = 152) (n = 143) (n = 269) (n = 256) (n = 239) 
More 7.41 1.92 3.19 8.70 1.97 2.80 8.18 1.95 2.93 
About the same 75.00 80.77 70.21 80.12 84.87 79.72 78.07 83.20 76.15 
Less 17.59 17.31 26.60 11.18 13.16 17.48 13.75 14.84 20.92 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
3.7.1 Overview: pride and participation in the community 
Respondents were asked about how much pride they thought people had in their 
neighbourhood. There were statistically significant decreases in the amount of perceived 
pride in 2009 compared to 2004 for the NRA respondents overall (p = 0.001) as well as when 
stratified into public (p = 0.017) and private residents (p =0.014; Table 167). In contrast, 
there were no statistically significant changes recorded for the control group (p = 0.601; 
Table 168). A similar trend was recorded for public housing residents when questioned 
about participation, whereby a greater proportion of residents believed that people 
participated very little in 2009 (73.63%) compared with 2004 (52.00%; p = 0.009; Table 169). 
No statistically significant changes were recorded for the private housing residents (p = 
0.398) or NRA overall (p = 0.217); however there were increases in the proportion of 
respondents who thought that people participated a lot (private housing 12.90% in 2004 and 
18.54% in 2009, overall 12.94% in 2004 and 14.29% in 2009; Table 169). The control group 
did not record any statistically significant changes to perceptions around participation (p = 
0.601; Table 170).  
There were several statistically significant changes in the way that NRA respondents rated 
the importance of various aspects of a good community in 2009 when compared with 2004 
(Table 171). Overall, there were small, statistically significant decreases in the average 
ratings of importance given for: a government that listens, cares and gets things done (from 
7.86 to 7.34), good local services and facilities (from 8.75 to 8.39), people that care about 
their neighbourhood and participate (from 7.64 to 7.20), a nice living environment (from 
8.83 to 7.90), interesting activities and events (from 8.08 to 7.40), people to be happy and 
healthy with secure incomes (from 8.72 to 8.05), having people from different backgrounds 
living together (from 7.36 to 6.76) and a safe and friendly place (from 9.24 to 8.74; Table 
171).  
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NRA respondents were less likely to agree with the statement that by working together, 
local people could improve the neighbourhood and influence decisions in 2009 (56.51%) 
when compared with 2004 (68.75% p = 0.001; Table 172). When stratified by housing type 
the decrease in agreement was statistically significant for the private housing residents 
(from 73.41% to 55.98%, p < 0.0001) but not the public housing residents (from 61.74% to 
58.10%, p = 0.926; Table 172). The statistically significant differences recorded for the 
control group were in contrast to this, with a greater proportion of respondents agreeing 
strongly with this statement, from 23% in 2004 to 47% in 2009 (p < 0.0001; Table 173). This 
increase was still apparent following stratification into Decile groups. Deciles 1 – 3 increased 
from 26% to 51% (p = 0.030) and Deciles 8 – 10 increased from 25% to 51% (p = 0.023; Table 
173).  
There was an increase in the agreement among NRA respondents that people in the 
neighbourhood had too many worries of their own to put time and effort into community 
activities, from 52% in 2004 to 60% in 2009 (p = 0.002; Table 174). Private housing residents 
agreed less with the statement that by helping others you help yourself in the long run, with 
only 51% agreeing in 2009 compared to 60% in 2004 (p = 0.009; Table 175).  
The control group and NRA group respondents had contrasting changes in agreement with 
the statement that the neighbourhood had a good reputation with people living in the 
surrounding areas. While the NRA group recorded statistically significant decreases in 
agreement with this statement (from 54.87% in 2004 to 36.13% in 2009, p < 0.0001; Table 
176) the control group recorded a statistically significant increase in strong agreement (from 
20.41% in 2004 to 50.00% in 2009, p < 0.0001; Table 177). For the NRA group, the decrease 
in agreement that the neighbourhood had a good reputation was only statistically significant 
for the private housing residents (p < 0.0001), not the public housing residents (p = 0.129; 
Table 176). For the control group, the increase in strong agreement was statistically 
significant for both the Deciles 1 – 3 group (p = 0.004) and the Deciles 8 – 10 group (p = 
0.001; Table 177).  
Agreement with the statement that this is a strong community decreased for the NRA 
respondents in 2009 (from 41.95% in 2004 to 32.60%, p = 0.030; Table 179). In contrast, a 
greater proportion of control group respondents ‘agreed strongly’ with the statement in 
2009 (from 15.49% in 2004 to 23.65%, p < 0.0001; Table 180).  
Fewer NRA respondents from private housing agreed that they knew quite a few people in 
the area in 2009 (76.88%) when compared with 2004 (88.33%, p = 0.011; Table 181). More 
78 
 
control respondents agreed that they knew lots of people in the area in 2009 (88.00%) 
compared with 2004 (83.56%); however there was also a greater proportion who disagreed 
with this statement in 2009 (12.00%) compared with 2004 (11.64%, p = 0.025; Table 182). 
This was also true for both Decile groups however it was only statistically significant for the 
Deciles 1 – 3 group (p = 0.028; Table 182). 
Both NRA and control group respondents recorded increased levels of disagreement with 
the statement about feeling a sense of belonging in 2009 when compared with 2004 (p < 
0.0001 and p = 0.001 respectively; Tables 183 and 184). However, the control group also 
recorded an increase in the level of agreement with this statement (from 84.46% to 91.33%, 
Table 184). In contrast the NRA group recorded a decrease in the level of agreement from 
66.08% to 51.04% in 2004 (Table 183). Within the NRA group, the change in the level of 
agreement that respondents felt a sense of belonging was statistically significant for private 
housing residents (p = 0.003) but not for public housing residents (p = 0.080; Table 183). 
Similarly, the increase in agreement with feeling a sense of belonging was only statistically 
significant for the Deciles 1 – 3 group (p = 0.020), not the Deciles 8 – 10 group (0.430; Table 
184).  
There were no statistically significant changes to agreement levels with the statement about 
having many friends and family living nearby for the NRA respondents (p = 0.088; Table 185) 
between 2004 and 2009.  
There were decreases in the proportion of NRA respondents who agreed that they felt they 
were valued by the community as well as decreases in those who disagreed (p = 0.039; Table 
186). Once stratified, there were no statistically significant differences recorded in level of 
agreement in feeling valued for public housing (p = 0.241) or private housing residents (p = 
0.512; Table 186). In contrast, there were increases in both agreement and disagreement 
with the same statement by the control group respondents (p < 0.0001; Table 187). For 
Deciles 1 – 3, the change observed was statistically significant (p = 0.003), but for Deciles 8 – 
10 the change did not reach statistical significance (p = 0.051; Table 187).  
NRA respondents were less likely to agree or disagree that they felt they had some influence 
and control over decisions made in their neighbourhood (p = 0.001, Table 188). Control 
respondents were more likely to agree that they had some level of control over the 
decisions made in their neighbourhood in 2009 (52.74%) compared to 2004 (40.14%; p = 
0.004; Table 189). However, once the control group was stratified into decile groups this was 
only statistically significant for the Deciles 1 – 3 group (p = 0.026; Table 189). There were no 
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statistically significant changes in whether NRA or control respondents thought that they 
would be able to raise $2000 within 2 days from relatives and friends (p = 0.0276 and p = 
0.276, respectively; Tables 190 and 191).  
Participants were asked about specific behaviours with regard to participation in the 
community over the past month. There were no statistically significant changes recorded for 
NRA or control group respondents for several behaviours. Neither the NRA nor the control 
group recorded any statistically significant changes in how often they had participated in 
voluntary work (p = 0.835 and p = 0.232, respectively; Tables 192 and 193). Similarly, there 
were no statistically significant changes in how often NRA respondents visited friends (p = 
0.935; Table 194) or spoke to neighbours (p = 0.299 and p = 0.850, respectively; Tables 195 
and 196). Neither the NRA nor the control group recorded any statistically significant 
changes in how often they had picked up other people’s rubbish (p = 0.455 and p = 0.104, 
respectively; Tables 197 and 198). There were no statistically significant changes in how 
often NRA or control respondents took part in a local club (p = 0.130 and p = 0.792, 
respectively; Tables 199 and 200) or visited a local café (p = 0.781 and p = 0.169, 
respectively; Tables 201 and 202).  
There were statistically significant changes in the proportion of respondents who had 
minded a friend or neighbour’s child with fewer people having done so in the last month (p < 
0.0001; Table 203). The same trend was evident following stratification by housing type and 
was statistically significant for both public and private housing residents (p = 0.014 and p = 
0.016, respectively; Table 203). While more NRA respondents had attended public meetings 
or signed petitions often in the last month, more respondents also reported not doing this at 
all in the last month (p = 0.001; Table 204). The same trend was present following 
stratification in both the public housing and private housing residents (p = 0.002 and p = 
0.049, respectively; Table 204). 
There were statistically significant decreases in the proportion of respondents who believed 
pride had increased, as well as increases in those who believed there was less pride in the 
community (p < 0.0001; Table 205). This corresponded with increases in the proportion of 
NRA respondents who believed the level of pride had stayed the same over the last 12 
months from 74.74% in 2004 to 83.52% in 2009 (Table 205). When stratified, the trend was 
similar in private housing residents (p = 0.001) however an increase in the proportion of 
public housing residents who thought that pride had worsened was observed (from 11.30% 
to 21.36%, p = 0.001; Table 205). NRA respondents were more likely to perceive that 
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participation had gotten worse in the last 12 months when asked in 2009 (20.92%) 
compared with 2004 (13.75%, p = 0.007; Table 206). This change in perceptions about 
participation was also observed following stratification by housing type and it was 
statistically significant for private housing residents (p = 0.160) but not public housing 
residents (p = 0.037; Table 206). 
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3.8  About the Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy 
This section reports on respondents’ knowledge and awareness of the Neighbourhood and 
Community Renewal Strategy. 
Table 207: Had you heard of the neighbourhood renewal strategy prior to receiving the letter about this 
survey? (Question 67; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.00; df = 1; p = 0.950) (x2 = 21.11; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 11.35; df = 1; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 115) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 183) (n = 188) (n = 297) (n = 298) (n = 301) 
Yes 56.78 66.09 56.36 29.05 43.17 52.66 40.07 52.01 53.82 
No 43.22 33.91 43.64 70.95 56.83 47.34 59.93 47.99 46.18 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 208: How did you first hear about the neighbourhood renewal strategy? (Question 68; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.57; df = 5; p = 0.182) (x2 = 8.94; df = 5; p = 0.112) (x2 = 10.54; df = 5; p = 0.061) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 70) (n = 86) (n = 69) (n = 62) (n = 91) (n = 120) (n = 132) (n = 177) (n = 190) 
Door knock or visit to 
house 21.43 18.60 8.70 12.90 19.78 13.33 17.42 19.21 11.58 
Received 
newsletter/pamphlet 18.57 15.12 21.74 14.52 23.08 20.83 16.67 19.21 21.05 
From a friend or 
neighbour 45.71 47.67 57.97 45.16 37.36 51.67 45.45 42.37 54.21 
Radio, TV, newspaper 7.14 2.33 2.90 17.74 5.49 5.00 12.12 3.95 4.21 
Open day or public 
event 1.43 1.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.76 0.56 0.53 
Other 5.71 15.12 8.70 9.68 14.29 8.33 7.58 14.69 8.42 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 209: How have you been involved in the neighbourhood renewal strategy? (Question 69; NRA 
respondents)* 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
  2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 188) (n = 300) (n = 300) (n = 301) 
Member of one of the committees 5.83 3.42 5.45 0.00 1.64 0.53 2.33 2.33 2.33 
Went to expo day/community event 2.50 2.56 0.00 1.11 1.64 1.06 1.67 2.00 0.66 
Took part in a door knock 2.50 0.85 3.64 1.67 1.64 0.53 2.00 1.33 1.66 
Participated in a survey before today 0.83 29.06 35.45 0.56 21.31 29.26 0.67 24.33 31.56 
Attended a local meeting 5.83 2.56 2.73 0.00 1.09 0.00 2.33 1.67 1.00 
Other 4.17 7.69 0.91 3.33 7.10 5.32 3.67 7.33 3.65 
Heard about it but not involved 35.00 35.04 21.82 27.78 23.50 26.06 30.67 28.00 24.25 
* Note: Due to the difference in how the data were collected in 2004 and 2009 for this question, a chi-square test 
can not be conducted.  
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Table 210: Using a scale from 0 to 10 (0 = not at all important, 10 = extremely important), how important are 
each of the government's six renewal strategy goals? (Question 70; NRA respondents)* 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
  2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
Increase people's pride and 
participation in the community 8.21 7.26 7.99 8.65 8.19 8.17* 8.48 7.83 8.09* 
Lift employment, training and 
education and expand local 
economies 9.05 8.05 8.77 9.24 8.70 8.97 9.16 8.45 8.89 
Improve personal safety and 
reduce crime 9.37 8.51 9.10 9.43 9.04 9.01* 9.41 8.84 9.04* 
Improve housing and the physical 
environment 9.32 8.39 9.13 9.09 8.76 8.50* 9.19 8.62 8.74* 
Promote health and wellbeing 9.24 8.24 8.92 9.31 8.89 9.01* 9.28 8.63 8.98* 
Increase access to transport and 
other key services and improve 
government responsiveness 9.26 8.47 8.76* 9.26 8.74 8.50* 9.26 8.64 8.60* 
* Note: t-tests for independent samples were conducted. There were no statistically significant difference over 
time.  
 
Table 211: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal strategy or not 
spending much time on it: I don't think governments will take much notice of what residents want (Question 
71; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 5.59; df = 1; p = 0.018) (x2 = 17.23; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 22.13; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 117) (n = 109) (n = 180) (n = 180) (n = 185) (n = 297) (n = 297) (n = 297) 
Yes 61.54 76.07 76.15 62.78 81.11 82.16 62.29 79.12 79.80 
No 38.46 23.93 23.85 37.22 18.89 17.84 37.71 20.88 20.20 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 212: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal strategy or spending 
much time on it: I don't like meetings (Question 71; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.66; df = 1; p = 0.006) (x2 = 32.97; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 38.91; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 117) (n = 108) (n = 178) (n = 181) (n = 185) (n = 296) (n = 298) (n = 296) 
Yes 47.46 74.36 65.74 43.26 65.75 72.97 44.93 69.13 70.27 
No 52.54 25.64 34.26 56.74 34.25 27.03 55.07 30.87 29.73 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 213: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal strategy or spending 
much time on it: I don't feel I know enough about the issues (Question 71; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 7.22; df = 1; p = 0.007) (x2 = 14.21; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 22.19; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 109) (n = 179) (n = 181) (n = 185) (n = 298) (n = 298) (n = 297) 
Yes 60.50 67.52 77.06 61.45 73.48 79.46 61.07 71.14 78.79 
No 39.50 32.48 22.94 38.55 26.52 20.54 38.93 28.86 21.21 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 214: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal strategy or spending 
much time on it: it is boring, it doesn't interest me (Question 71; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 28.32; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 40.94; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 67.87; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 116) (n = 117) (n = 108) (n = 174) (n = 180) (n = 185) (n = 190) (n = 297) (n = 296) 
Yes 27.59 63.25 62.96 23.56 60.56 56.76 25.17 61.62 58.78 
No 72.41 36.75 37.04 76.44 39.44 43.24 74.83 38.38 41.22 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 215: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal strategy or spending 
much time on it: I haven't got enough time (Question 71; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 16.73; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 39.95; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 57.03; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 117) (n = 107) (n = 177) (n = 181) (n = 184) (n = 294) (n = 298) (n = 294) 
Yes 51.28 68.38 77.57 43.50 74.03 76.09 46.60 71.81 76.87 
No 48.72 31.62 22.43 56.50 25.97 23.91 53.40 28.19 23.13 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 216: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal strategy or spending 
much time on it: it's not my job to fix these problems, it is the government's (Question 71; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 12.55; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 38.65; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 48.39; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 116) (n = 109) (n = 174) (n = 180) (n = 184) (n = 292) (n = 296) (n = 296) 
Yes 47.46 74.14 70.64 37.36 70.56 70.11 41.44 71.96 69.93 
No 52.54 25.86 29.36 62.64 29.44 29.89 58.56 28.04 30.07 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 217: What reasons may apply, in your case, for not getting involved in the renewal strategy or spending 
much time on it: the government is really running the program, not the local people (Question 71; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.68; df = 1; p = 0.031) (x2 = 21.95; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 25.74; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 117) (n = 108) (n = 172) (n = 180) (n = 184) (n = 289) (n = 297) (n = 295) 
Yes 61.54 74.36 75.00 52.33 71.11 76.09 56.06 72.39 75.93 
No 38.46 25.64 25.00 47.67 28.89 23.91 43.94 27.61 24.07 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 218: Are there any other reasons? (Question 71; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.01; df = 1; p = 0.941) (x2 = 0.05; df = 1; p = 0.824) (x2 = 0.03; df = 1; p = 0.859) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 67) (n = 108) (n = 65) (n = 99) (n = 164) (n = 120) (n = 166) (n = 272) (n = 186) 
Yes 14.93 8.33 15.38 13.13 13.41 14.17 13.86 11.40 14.52 
No 85.07 91.67 84.62 86.87 86.59 85.83 86.14 88.60 85.48 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 219: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: better information, 
newssheets delivered to houses (Question 72; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.23; df = 1; p = 0.635) (x2 = 3.82; df = 1; p = 0.051) (x2 = 3.86; df = 1; p = 0.049) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 109) (n = 177) (n = 182) (n = 184) (n = 296) (n = 299) (n = 296) 
Yes 96.64 86.32 95.41 94.35 89.56 88.59 95.27 88.29 91.22 
No 3.36 13.68 4.59 5.65 10.44 11.41 4.73 11.71 8.78 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 220: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: better use of local 
community or neighbourhood houses (Question 72; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.79; df = 1; p = 0.051) (x2 = 22.35; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 24.98; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 175) (n = 183) (n = 180) (n = 292) (n = 300) (n = 293) 
Yes 94.02 87.18 86.36 93.71 85.79 75.56 93.84 86.33 79.86 
No 5.98 12.82 13.64 6.29 14.21 24.44 6.16 13.67 20.14 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 221: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: training more residents 
as community leaders or community representatives (Question 72; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.15; df = 1; p = 0.076) (x2 = 9.59; df = 1; p = 0.002) (x2 = 12.49; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 175) (n = 183) (n = 182) (n = 293) (n = 300) (n = 295) 
Yes 90.68 89.74 82.73 88.00 90.16 75.27 89.08 90.00 78.31 
No 9.32 10.26 17.27 12.00 9.84 24.73 10.92 10.00 21.69 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 222: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: regular short surveys (by 
phone or house visits by resident representatives) (Question 72; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.96; df = 1; p = 0.047) (x2 = 10.29; df = 1; p = 0.001) (x2 = 14.48; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 177) (n = 183) (n = 183) (n = 295) (n = 300) (n = 296) 
Yes 80.51 73.50 69.09 69.49 66.12 53.01 73.90 69.00 59.12 
No 19.49 26.50 30.91 30.51 33.88 46.99 26.10 31.00 40.88 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 223: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: more funding for 
childcare and travel so residents can participate in community events (Question 72; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.79; df = 1; p = 0.181) (x2 = 7.94; df = 1; p = 0.005) (x2 = 9.60; df = 1; p = 0.002) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 117) (n = 109) (n = 176) (n = 183) (n = 180) (n = 294) (n = 300) (n = 292) 
Yes 93.22 88.89 88.07 88.07 87.43 76.67 90.14 88.00 81.16 
No 6.78 11.11 11.93 11.93 12.57 23.33 9.86 12.00 18.84 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 224: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: paying local residents for 
their time on committees or as 'local experts' (Question 72; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.38; df = 1; p = 0.241) (x2 = 0.57; df = 1; p = 0.450) (x2 = 1.39; df = 1; p = 0.239) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 117) (n = 109) (n = 177) (n = 182) (n = 184) (n = 294) (n = 299) (n = 296) 
Yes 75.21 79.49 81.65 53.11 66.48 57.07 61.90 71.57 66.55 
No 24.79 20.51 18.35 46.89 33.52 42.93 38.10 28.43 33.45 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 225: Would the following strategy to get more people involved be a good idea: more local community 
events like open days, street parties etc. (Question 72; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.21; df = 1; p = 0.137) (x2 = 14.65; df = 1; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 15.32; df = 1; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 117) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 176) (n = 183) (n = 182) (n = 293) (n = 300) (n = 295) 
Yes 88.03 81.20 80.91 89.77 86.89 74.18 89.08 84.67 76.95 
No 11.97 18.80 19.09 10.23 13.11 25.82 10.92 15.33 23.05 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 226: Do you have any other ideas on how to increase involvement in the Neighbourhood Renewal 
program? (Question 72; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.87; df = 1; p = 0.027) (x2 = 1.69; df = 1; p = 0.194) (x2 = 6.75; df = 1; p = 0.009) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 14) (n = 75) (n = 9) (n = 23) (n = 125) (n = 37) (n = 37) (n = 200) (n = 46) 
Yes 57.14 8.00 11.11 30.43 3.20 16.22 40.54 5.00 15.22 
No 42.86 92.00 88.89 69.57 96.80 83.78 59.46 95.00 84.78 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 227: From what you know about the renewal strategy, how much do you agree or disagree that it is a 
good idea? (Question 73; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 12.55; df = 4; p = 0.014) (x2 = 18.03; df = 3; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 29.40; df = 4; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 111) (n = 107) (n = 170) (n = 170) (n = 173) (n = 283) (n = 281) (n = 283) 
Strongly agree 58.41 52.25 42.06 43.53 37.65 27.75 49.47 43.42 32.86 
Agree 35.40 37.84 41.12 47.06 50.00 49.13 42.40 45.20 46.64 
Neither  1.77 9.01 12.15 8.82 11.76 23.12 6.01 10.68 18.73 
Disagree 3.54 0.90 2.80 0.59 0.00 0.00 1.77 0.36 1.06 
Strongly disagree 0.88 0.00 1.87 0.00 0.59 0.00 0.35 0.36 0.71 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 228: Would you say that the neighbourhood renewal strategy has led to the performance of government 
in your neighbourhood getting better, worse or staying the same? (Question 74; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 0.32; df = 2; p = 0.851) (x2 = 5.02; df = 2; p = 0.081) (x2 = 2.26; df = 2; p = 0.323) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 109) (n = 105) (n = 102) (n = 139) (n = 152) (n = 157) (n = 248) (n = 257) (n = 262) 
Better 37.61 34.29 41.18 35.97 30.92 33.76 36.69 32.30 37.02 
About the same 57.80 61.90 53.92 58.27 65.13 64.97 58.06 63.81 60.31 
Worse 4.59 3.81 4.90 5.76 3.95 1.27 5.24 3.89 2.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 229: Would you be interested in further involvement in the renewal strategy? (Question 75; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 17.76; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 28.38; df = 2; p < 0.0001) (x2 = 47.06; df = 2; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 115) (n = 111) (n = 102) (n = 167) (n = 169) (n = 171) (n = 282) (n = 280) (n = 276) 
Yes 48.70 34.23 22.55 34.73 25.44 11.11 40.43 28.93 15.22 
Maybe 28.70 44.14 34.31 26.95 33.73 29.82 27.66 37.86 31.88 
No 22.61 21.62 43.14 38.32 40.83 59.06 31.91 33.21 52.90 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
3.8.1 Overview: about the Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy 
There was a statistically significant increase in the proportion of NRA respondents who had 
heard of the neighbourhood renewal strategy prior to the survey in 2009 (53.82%) when 
compared with 2004 (40.07%, p = 0.001; Table 207). This change was only statistically 
significant for the private housing residents (p < 0.0001) who were much more likely to have 
heard of the survey in 2009 (52.66%) compared with 2004 (29.05%; Table 207). However 
there were no statistically significant changes to the way that people first heard about the 
Neighbourhood renewal strategy (p = 0.061; Table 208).  
When NRA respondents were asked about how they had been involved in the 
Neighbourhood Renewal strategy, the most common response in 2004 was that they had 
heard about it but were not involved (30.67%; Table 209). The most common response in 
2009 was that respondents had been involved in a survey before today (31.56%; Table 209). 
NRA respondents were asked to rate the importance of each of the goals of neighbourhood 
renewal. There were small but statistically significant decreases in the average rating of 
importance for all of the goals in 2009 when compared with 2004, with the exception of 
lifting employment, education and expanding local economies where there were no 
statistically significant changes (Table 210). However, when stratified into public and private 
housing, these decreases were only statistically significant in the private housing group, with 
the exception of increasing access to transport and improving government responsiveness 
which was statistically significant in both public and private housing residents (Table 210).  
There were statistically significant increases in agreement with the proposed reasons for not 
getting involved in the Neighbourhood Renewal strategy for both the NRA respondents 
overall and stratified by housing type (Tables 211 – 217). In 2009 80% of NRA respondents 
thought that the government would not take much notice of what residents wanted, 
compared with 62% in 2004 (p < 0.0001; Table 211). More people thought that meetings 
might be a barrier to participation (from 44.93% to 70.27% in 2009, p < 0.0001; Table 212). 
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NRA respondents were more likely to suggest that not knowing enough about the issues 
might prevent people from participating (61.07% to 78.79%, p < 0.0001; Table 213). NRA 
respondents were more likely to suggest that the Neighbourhood renewal didn’t interest 
them (25.17% to 58.78%, p < 0.0001; Table 214) or that they didn’t have enough time 
(46.60% to 76.87%, p < 0.0001; Table 215). In 2009, more people thought that it was not 
their job to fix the problem, it was the government’s job (69.93% compared with 41.44% in 
2004, p < 0.0001). More people were sceptical that the government was running the 
program, not the local people (75.93% in 2009 compared with 56.06% in 2004, p < 0.0001; 
Table 217). There were no statistically significant changes in the proportion of respondents 
who suggested other reasons for not participating (p = 0.859; Table 218).  
Additionally, there was less support for each of the suggested strategies to improve 
participation in the neighbourhood renewal strategy in 2009 when compared with 2004 
(Tables 219 – 226). Support for having better information and newssheets delivered to 
houses decreased from 95% in 2004 to 91% in 2009 (p = 0.049; Table 219). This change was 
not statistically significant once NRA respondents had been stratified by housing type (Table 
219). Fewer respondents thought that better use of the local community houses was a good 
strategy for increasing participation (from 93.84% to 79.86%, p < 0.0001; Table 220). This 
was only statistically significant for private housing residents (p < 0.0001) not public housing 
residents (p = 0.051; Table 220). A similar trend was observed for the suggested strategy of 
training more local residents as community leaders (89.08%  to 78.31%, p < 0.0001) but 
again, the decrease in support for this strategy was only statistically significant for the 
private housing residents (p = 0.002; Table 221).  
There was decreased support for implementing regular short surveys for both the NRA 
overall (73.90% to 59.12%, p < 0.0001), public housing residents (80.51% to 69.09%, p = 
0.047) and private housing residents (69.49% to 53.01%, p = 0.001; Table 222). There was 
also a decrease in the support for more funding to allow for childcare and travel in the NRA 
overall (from 90.14% to 81.16%, p = 0.002) and the private housing residents (88.07% to 
76.67%, p = 0.005) but not the public housing residents (p = 0.181; Table 223).  
There was a slight increase in the proportion of respondents who thought it would be a good 
idea to pay locals residents for their time from 62% in 2004 to 67% in 2009, however this 
was not statistically significant (p = 0.0239; Table 224). This trend was also observed for the 
public housing residents (from 75.21% to 81.65%) and the private housing residents (from 
53.11% to 57.07%) however the change in support for this strategy was not statistically 
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significant (p = 0.241 and p = 0.450, respectively; Table 224). Open days and street parties 
received less support from the NRA overall (from 89.08% in 2004 to 76.95% in 2009, p < 
0.0001; Table 225). Fewer respondents in both public and private housing thought that open 
days and street parties were a good idea, however this change was only statistically 
significant for the private housing residents (p < 0.0001; Table 225). Fewer of the NRA 
respondents had any other ideas on how to increase involvement in 2009 (15.22%) when 
compared with 2004 (40.54%, p = 0.009; Table 226). Following stratification this was only 
statistically significant for the public housing respondents (57.14% to 11.11%, p = 0.027; 
Table 226). 
Overall there was a decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents who strongly agreed that 
the neighbourhood renewal strategy was a good idea between 2004 and 2009 (49.47% in 
2004 and 32.86%, p < 0.0001; Table 227). This decrease was observed for both the public 
and private residents (p = 0.014 and p < 0.0001). Both the overall NRA group as well as the 
stratified groups also displayed a slight increase in the proportion of respondents who 
agreed that the Neighbourhood Renewal strategy was a good idea, however this did not 
compensate for the decline in strong agreement. The main increase was in respondents who 
neither agreed nor disagreed with the strategy (from 6.01% to 18.73%, p < 0.0001; Table 
227).  
There was a very slight increase in the proportion of NRA respondents who thought that the 
Neighbourhood Renewal strategy had led to an improvement in government performance 
(36.69% to 37.02%) however this was not statistically significant (p = 0.323). The increase 
was greater for the public housing residents, from 38% to 41%, however it was not 
statistically significant (p = 0.851; Table 228).  
Both public and private housing residents as well as overall NRA respondents demonstrated 
an increase in the proportion of respondents who would not be interested in further 
involvement in the neighbourhood renewal strategy (p < 0.0001 for all groups; Table 229). 
For the NRA overall, the proportion of respondents who would be interested in participating 
in the future dropped from 40% to 15% in 2009 (p < 0.0001; Table 229). While 35% of private 
housing residents were interested in further participation in 2004, this proportion had 
dropped to 11% by 2009 (p < 0.0001; Table 229). For public housing residents, the 
proportion of respondents who were interested in 2009 (48.70%) was less than half that of 
2004 (22.55%, p < 0.0007; Table 229). 
 
89 
 
3.9  About you and your household 
This section of the report provides general information about the participants and their 
households.   
Table 230: Gender of respondent (Question 76; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.03; df = 1; p = 0.154) (x2 = 0.17; df = 1; p = 0.677) (x2 = 1.42; df = 1; p = 0.233) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 188) (n = 299) (n = 299) (n = 301) 
Female 65.55 59.83 56.36 62.22 59.89 60.11 63.55 59.87 58.80 
Male 34.45 40.17 43.64 37.78 40.11 39.89 36.45 40.13 41.20 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 231: Gender of respondent (Question 76; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 3.80; df = 1; p = 0.051) (x2 = 0.05; df = 1; p = 0.831) (x2 = 0.81; df = 1; p = 0.368) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Female 55.26 62.22 75.56 62.07 73.33 60.00 64.43 70.00 69.33 
Male 44.74 37.78 24.44 37.93 26.67 40.00 35.57 30.00 30.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 232: Respondent’s country of birth (Question 77; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 2.05; df = 4; p = 0.727) (x2 = 2.56; df = 5; p = 0.768) (x2 = 2.48; df = 5; p = 0.780) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 188) (n = 300) (n = 299) (n = 301) 
Australia 89.17 91.45 93.64 95.00 95.60 95.74 92.67 93.98 94.68 
United Kingdom 5.00 4.27 2.73 1.67 1.65 2.66 3.00 2.68 2.66 
USA/Canada 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.00 
New Zealand 2.50 1.71 1.82 0.56 1.10 0.53 1.33 1.34 1.33 
China 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.53 0.67 0.00 0.33 
Italy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00 
Other 2.50 2.56 1.82 1.67 1.10 0.53 2.00 1.67 1.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 233: Respondent's country of birth (Question 77; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.13; df = 2; p = 0.569) (x2 = 6.08; df = 5; p = 0.299) (x2 = 9.09; df = 6; p = 0.169) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 44) (n = 42) (n = 58) (n = 43) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 145) (n = 146) 
Australia 94.74 95.45 97.62 93.10 86.05 86.67 91.95 90.34 94.52 
United Kingdom 2.63 2.27 2.38 3.45 13.95 6.67 2.68 8.28 3.42 
New Zealand 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.67 0.00 0.68 
Vietnam 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.00 
Greece 0.00 2.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.69 0.68 
Italy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.68 
India 2.63 0.00 0.00 3.45 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.03 0.00 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 234: Respondent’s affiliation with a particular ethnic or Indigenous community (Question 78a; NRA 
respondent) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.59; df = 1; p = 0.207) (x2 = 1.12; df = 1; p = 0.289) (x2 = 0.00; df = 1; p = 1.000) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 117) (n = 109) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 188) (n = 300) (n = 300) (n = 300) 
Yes 10.00 9.40 5.50 6.11 8.20 9.04 7.67 8.67 7.67 
No 90.00 90.60 94.50 93.89 91.80 90.96 92.33 91.33 92.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 235: Respondent’s marital status (Question 79; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 4.77; df = 6; p = 0.574) (x2 = 5.26; df = 6; p = 0.511) (x2 = 4.92; df = 6; p = 0.554) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 113) (n = 109) (n = 180) (n = 181) (n = 188) (n = 300) (n = 294) (n = 300) 
Never married 10.00 10.62 9.17 1.11 4.97 3.19 4.67 7.14 5.67 
Married 25.00 19.47 21.10 41.67 44.20 43.09 35.00 34.69 35.00 
Single 25.83 37.17 29.36 20.56 23.76 17.02 22.67 28.91 21.67 
Living with partner 13.33 10.62 20.18 11.67 8.84 15.43 12.33 9.52 17.00 
Divorced 12.50 9.73 8.26 7.22 5.52 8.51 9.33 7.14 8.33 
Separated 10.00 4.42 6.42 6.67 3.31 4.26 8.00 3.74 5.00 
Widowed 3.33 7.96 5.50 11.11 9.39 8.51 8.00 8.84 7.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 236: Respondent's marital status (Question 79; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 10.64; df = 5; p = 0.059) (x2 = 6.37; df = 6; p = 0.383) (x2 = 10.49; df = 6; p = 0.106) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Never married 0.00 2.22 0.00 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.67 1.33 0.67 
Married 50.00 53.33 71.11 63.79 71.11 68.89 60.40 60.67 65.33 
Single 23.68 20.00 2.22 10.34 8.89 6.67 16.11 12.00 6.00 
Living with partner 7.89 6.67 6.67 1.72 6.67 2.22 3.36 6.00 4.67 
Divorced 2.63 4.44 4.44 8.62 4.44 8.89 5.37 3.33 5.33 
Separated 2.63 2.22 6.67 0.00 0.00 6.67 2.01 1.33 6.00 
Widowed 13.16 11.11 8.89 13.79 8.89 6.67 12.08 15.33 12.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 237: Are you in receipt of government pension, benefit or income support (Question 80; NRA 
respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 1.01; df = 1; p = 0.316) (x2 = 3.06; df = 1; p = 0.080) (x2 = 4.12; df = 1; p = 0.042) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 119) (n = 116) (n = 110) (n = 179) (n = 182) (n = 184) (n = 298) (n = 298) (n = 297) 
Yes 88.24 84.48 83.64 67.04 67.03 58.15 75.50 73.83 68.01 
No 11.76 15.52 16.36 32.96 32.97 41.85 24.50 26.17 31.99 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 238: Are you in receipt of a government pension, benefit or income support? (Question 80; control 
respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 1.25; df = 1; p = 0.263) (x2 = 0.04; df = 1; p = 0.853) (x2 = 0.00; df = 1; p = 0.956) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 44) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 149) (n = 150) 
Yes 50.00 47.73 37.78 55.17 22.22 53.33 48.32 38.26 48.00 
No 50.00 52.27 62.22 44.83 77.78 46.67 51.68 61.74 52.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 239: Household composition (Question 82; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 23.01; df = 6; p = 0.001) (x2 = 16.65; df = 6; p = 0.011) (x2 = 37.67; df = 6; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 113) 
(n = 
107) 
(n = 
178) 
(n = 
171) (n = 181) (n = 298) (n = 284) (n = 290) 
Couple with child(ren) 
<18yrs at home 28.33 22.12 23.36 24.72 17.54 19.34 26.17 19.37 20.69 
Couple with child(ren) 
>18yrs at home 0.83 1.77 14.02 4.49 7.60 12.71 3.02 5.28 13.10 
Couple without 
child(ren) 10.83 7.96 12.15 23.03 28.07 27.62 18.12 20.07 21.72 
Sole parent, child(ren) 
<18yrs at home 30.00 25.66 14.02 11.24 9.36 5.52 18.79 15.85 8.62 
Sole parent, child(ren) 
>18yrs at home 3.33 7.08 6.54 2.81 0.58 4.42 3.02 3.17 5.17 
Single person living 
alone 17.50 24.78 16.82 18.54 25.15 11.60 18.12 25.00 13.79 
Other 9.17 10.62 13.08 15.17 11.70 18.78 12.75 11.27 16.90 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 240: Household composition (Question 82; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 5.50; df = 6; p = 0.481) (x2 = 9.36; df = 6; p = 0.155) (x2 = 23.24; df = 6; p = 0.001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 34) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 37) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 109) (n = 150) 
Couple with child(ren) 
<18yrs at home 21.05 23.53 28.89 24.56 37.84 22.22 24.32 29.36 24.00 
Couple with child(ren) 
>18yrs at home 10.53 5.88 8.89 8.77 13.51 4.44 10.14 11.93 8.67 
Couple without 
child(ren) 15.79 20.59 8.89 26.32 27.03 13.33 22.97 17.43 9.33 
Sole parent, child(ren) 
<18yrs at home 2.63 2.94 4.44 3.51 2.70 6.67 5.41 2.75 4.67 
Sole parent, child(ren) 
>18yrs at home 2.63 2.94 4.44 5.26 2.70 2.22 3.38 2.75 2.00 
Single person living 
alone 26.32 44.12 11.11 21.05 16.22 20.00 22.30 35.78 20.00 
Other 21.05 0.00 33.33 10.53 0.00 31.11 11.49 0.00 31.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
92 
 
Table 241: How many people in your household are in paid employment? (Question 83; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 3.98; df = 3; p = 0.263) (x2 = 19.71; df = 5; p = 0.001) (x2 = 27.82; df = 5; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 112) (n = 97) (n = 72) (n = 175) (n = 162) (n = 149) (n = 287) (n = 259) (n = 223) 
Zero 59.82 52.58 48.61 32.57 38.27 22.15 43.21 43.63 30.49 
One 29.46 34.02 31.94 36.00 29.01 26.17 33.45 30.89 27.80 
Two 8.93 9.28 13.89 26.29 18.52 34.90 19.51 15.06 27.80 
Three 1.79 1.03 5.56 4.00 7.41 8.72 3.14 5.02 8.07 
Four 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.14 3.09 6.04 0.70 1.93 4.04 
Five 0.00 3.09 0.00 0.00 3.70 2.01 0.00 3.47 1.79 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 242: How many people in your household are in paid employment? (Question 83; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 0.74; df = 4; p = 0.946) (x2 = 1.25; df = 4; p = 0.870) (x2 = 2.62; df = 4; p = 0.623) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Zero 28.95 44.44 24.44 39.66 17.78 33.33 33.56 30.00 32.00 
One 28.95 22.22 24.44 31.03 24.44 28.89 26.85 24.67 21.33 
Two 34.21 26.67 42.22 20.69 40.00 24.44 30.87 32.67 37.33 
Three 5.26 2.22 6.67 6.90 11.11 8.89 7.38 8.00 6.67 
Four 2.63 4.44 2.22 1.72 6.67 4.44 1.34 4.67 2.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 243: How many people in your household receive a pension or benefit from the government? (Question 
83; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 17.08; df = 4; p = 0.002) (x2 = 10.47; df = 5; p = 0.063) (x2 = 23.41; df = 5; p < 0.0001) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 108) (n = 101) (n = 175) (n = 170) (n = 157) (n = 293) (n = 278) (n = 260) 
Zero 8.47 7.41 10.89 24.57 20.59 17.20 18.09 15.47 14.62 
One 55.93 59.26 35.64 49.14 39.41 43.95 51.88 47.12 40.77 
Two 29.66 22.22 31.68 22.86 35.88 29.94 25.60 30.58 30.38 
Three 2.54 5.56 15.84 2.29 4.12 7.64 2.39 4.68 11.15 
Four 3.39 4.63 5.94 1.14 0.00 0.64 2.05 1.80 2.69 
Five 0.00 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.00 0.36 0.38 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 244: How many people in your household receive a pension or benefit from the government? (Question 
83; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 6.68; df = 3; p = 0.083) (x2 = 1.52; df = 3; p = 0.678) (x2 = 1.51; df = 4; p = 0.826) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Zero 36.84 44.44 60.00 43.10 77.78 46.67 47.65 58.67 51.33 
One 44.74 42.22 22.22 39.66 13.33 35.56 36.24 32.67 32.67 
Two 15.79 13.33 17.78 17.24 8.89 15.56 15.44 8.67 14.67 
Three 2.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.67 
Five 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 245: How many people in your household live in the house, in total? (Question 83; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 18.75; df = 9; p = 0.027) (x2 = 4.35; df = 8; p = 0.825) (x2 = 9.34; df = 9; p = 0.406) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 116) (n = 113) (n = 103) (n = 176) (n = 183) (n = 185) (n = 292) (n = 296) (n = 290) 
Zero 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.00 
One 16.38 22.12 14.56 16.48 21.86 13.51 16.44 21.96 13.79 
Two 22.41 22.12 14.56 35.80 35.52 39.46 30.48 30.41 30.34 
Three 13.79 24.78 33.98 18.75 16.94 20.00 16.78 19.93 24.83 
Four 25.86 19.47 25.24 16.48 10.93 14.05 20.21 14.19 17.93 
Five 11.21 7.96 5.83 7.39 7.10 8.65 8.90 7.43 7.93 
Six 0.86 0.88 2.91 2.84 4.92 1.62 2.05 3.38 2.07 
Seven 3.45 0.88 0.97 1.14 2.19 0.54 2.05 1.69 0.69 
Eight 4.31 1.77 1.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.71 0.68 0.69 
Nine 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.08 0.34 0.00 0.69 
Ten 0.86 0.00 0.00 1.14 0.00 1.08 1.03 0.00 1.03 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 246: How many people in your household live in the house, in total? (Question 83; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 4.78; df = 6; p = 0.573) (x2 = 4.81; df = 6; p = 0.569) (x2 = 4.61; df = 6; p = 0.594) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
One 23.68 35.56 13.33 22.41 13.33 20.00 22.15 26.67 20.00 
Two 31.58 37.78 44.44 44.83 37.78 40.00 35.57 38.67 38.67 
Three 13.16 8.89 11.11 10.34 20.00 6.67 18.12 10.67 10.67 
Four 13.16 8.89 15.56 6.90 15.56 11.11 11.41 16.00 15.33 
Five 10.53 6.67 13.33 10.34 8.89 15.56 8.72 6.00 11.33 
Six 2.63 2.22 2.22 5.17 2.22 2.22 2.68 1.33 2.67 
Seven 5.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 4.44 1.34 0.67 1.33 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 247: What type of housing do you live in? (Question 84; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 * (x2 = 10.70; df = 4; p = 0.030) (x2 = 11.30; df = 5; p = 0.046) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 120) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 183) (n = 188) (n = 300) (n = 300) (n = 298) 
Fully owned 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.00 42.62 40.96 24.00 26.00 25.84 
Paying off mortgage 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.56 26.23 32.98 12.33 16.00 20.81 
Private rental 0.00 0.00 0.00 34.44 28.42 23.40 20.67 17.33 14.77 
Public rental 100.00 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.00 39.00 36.91 
Occupied rent free 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.55 0.53 0.33 0.33 0.34 
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.44 2.19 2.13 2.67 1.33 1.34 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
* Note: This variable can not be computed as it is a constant 
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Table 248: What type of housing do you live in? (Question 84; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 4.46; df = 4; p = 0.347) (x2 = 1.90; df = 3; p = 0.593) (x2 = 5.52; df = 4; p = 0.238) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 57) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 148) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
Fully owned 50.00 57.78 62.22 70.18 60.00 60.00 66.22 62.67 58.67 
Paying off mortgage 31.58 31.11 31.11 14.04 31.11 24.44 18.24 28.00 28.67 
Private rental 10.53 2.22 6.67 10.53 6.67 11.11 10.14 4.67 10.00 
Public rental 2.63 8.89 0.00 5.26 0.00 4.44 4.05 4.00 2.00 
Occupied rent free 5.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 1.35 0.67 0.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 249: Respondent's age (Question 85; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 10.51; df = 8; p = 0.231) (x2 = 17.11; df = 8; p = 0.029) (x2 = 23.41; df = 8; p = 0.003) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 118) (n = 117) (n = 110) (n = 180) (n = 182) (n = 187) (n = 298) (n = 299) (n = 300) 
18 to 20 5.08 10.26 10.91 4.44 9.89 8.56 4.70 10.03 9.33 
21 to 25 11.02 11.11 9.09 11.11 10.99 13.90 11.07 11.04 12.33 
26 to 30 12.71 6.84 7.27 6.67 4.40 4.28 9.06 5.35 5.33 
31 to 40 33.05 33.33 27.27 20.56 14.29 9.09 25.50 21.74 15.67 
41 to 50 11.02 11.11 17.27 16.67 15.93 21.93 14.43 14.05 20.33 
51 to 60 13.56 12.82 11.82 13.89 12.09 10.16 13.76 12.37 11.00 
61 to 70 9.32 11.11 12.73 10.00 17.03 13.37 9.73 14.72 13.00 
71 to 80 4.24 2.56 1.82 14.44 14.29 13.90 10.40 9.70 9.33 
81 to 90 0.00 0.85 1.82 2.22 1.10 4.81 1.34 1.00 3.67 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 250: Respondent's age (Question 85; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 19.63; df = 8; p = 0.012) (x2 = 4.46; df = 8; p = 0.813) (x2 = 5.83; df = 8; p = 0.667) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 38) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 58) (n = 45) (n = 45) (n = 149) (n = 150) (n = 150) 
18 to 20 2.63 0.00 0.00 1.72 2.22 0.00 1.34 0.67 0.67 
21 to 25 13.16 0.00 2.22 1.72 0.00 2.22 4.03 1.33 2.67 
26 to 30 18.42 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 6.71 2.00 2.67 
31 to 40 10.53 20.00 13.33 10.34 11.11 11.11 10.07 12.67 12.67 
41 to 50 10.53 13.33 28.89 27.59 37.78 17.78 23.49 24.00 21.33 
51 to 60 15.79 11.11 24.44 20.69 24.44 20.00 22.82 22.67 20.67 
61 to 70 13.16 24.44 22.22 18.97 13.33 26.67 16.11 18.00 22.00 
71 to 80 13.16 22.22 8.89 15.52 6.67 13.33 12.08 15.33 12.67 
81 to 90 2.63 2.22 0.00 3.45 2.22 6.67 3.36 2.67 4.67 
91+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 251: Total family income per fortnight (Question 86; NRA respondents) 
  Public housing %  Private housing %  Total % 
 (x2 = 10.72; df = 6; p = 0.098) (x2 = 13.182; df = 7; p = 0.068) (x2 = 16.04; df = 7; p = 0.025) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 113) (n = 100) (n = 90) (n = 151) (n = 152) (n = 122) (n = 264) (n = 252) (n = 215) 
Up to $380 8.85 14.00 13.33 1.99 7.89 3.28 4.92 10.32 7.44 
$380-$580 27.43 28.00 35.56 15.23 17.76 14.75 20.45 21.83 23.72 
$580-$760 22.12 13.00 23.33 16.56 9.87 13.93 18.94 11.11 18.14 
$760-$1160 16.81 16.00 12.22 30.46 24.34 22.95 24.62 21.03 18.14 
$1160-$1540 13.27 12.00 14.44 14.57 15.13 13.93 14.02 13.89 13.95 
$1540-$2300 8.85 5.00 1.11 15.23 11.18 12.30 12.50 8.73 7.44 
$2300-$3080 2.65 0.00 0.00 4.64 3.29 10.66 3.79 1.98 6.51 
$3080+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.32 1.97 8.20 0.76 1.19 4.65 
Don't know 0.00 12.00 0.00 0.00 8.55 0.00 0.00 9.92 0.00 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
Table 252: Total family income per fortnight (Question 86; control respondents) 
  Deciles 1-3 %  Deciles 8-10 %  Deciles 1-10 % 
 (x2 = 6.15; df = 7; p = 0.522) (x2 = 8.23; df = 7; p = 0.313) (x2 = 8.36; df = 7; p = 0.302) 
 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
  (n = 30) (n = 35) (n = 35) (n = 51) (n = 30) (n = 33) (n = 125) (n = 115) (n = 114) 
Up to $380 3.33 0.00 2.86 3.92 6.67 3.03 4.80 2.61 2.63 
$380-$580 16.67 25.71 8.57 15.69 10.00 12.12 13.60 15.65 12.28 
$580-$760 6.67 2.86 11.43 5.88 6.67 3.03 8.80 7.83 7.89 
$760-$1160 33.33 14.29 17.14 21.57 13.33 6.06 20.80 15.65 11.40 
$1160-$1540 3.33 22.86 2.86 7.84 13.33 18.18 8.00 13.91 11.40 
$1540-$2300 23.33 20.00 22.86 23.53 10.00 21.21 21.60 15.65 19.30 
$2300-$3080 10.00 8.57 20.00 11.76 10.00 12.12 10.40 13.04 16.67 
$3080+ 3.33 5.71 14.29 9.80 30.00 24.24 12.00 15.65 18.42 
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
 
3.9.1 Overview: about you and your household 
Females were overrepresented in both the NRA and control groups (58.80% and 69.33%, 
respectively) however there were no statistically significant changes in gender distribution 
between 2004 and 2009 (p = 0.233 and p = 0.368, respectively; Tables 230 and 231). The 
proportion of females in the Deciles 1 – 3 group increased from 55% in 2004 to 76% in 2009, 
however this change did not reach statistical significance (p = 0.051; Table 231). There were 
also no statistically significant changes in the country of birth for respondents, despite slight 
increases in the proportion of NRA respondents born in Australia (92.67% to 94.68%, p = 
0.780; Table 232). A similar trend was observed for the control group, however the Deciles 8 
– 10 group had a decrease in respondents who were born in Australia (93.10% to 86.67%) 
that was not statistically significant (p = 0.169; Table 233).  
Overall, there was no change in the proportion of NRA respondents who had an affiliation 
with a particular ethnic or Indigenous community (p = 1.000; Table 234). Public housing 
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residents were less likely to be affiliated with an ethnic or Indigenous community in 2009 
(5.50%) compared with 2009 (10.00%) but this was not statistically significant (p = 0.207; 
Table 234). In contrast, private housing residents were more likely to be affiliated with a 
particular ethnic or Indigenous community in 2009 (9.04% compared with 6.11% in 2004) 
but this was not statistically significant (p = 0.289; Table 234).  
For the NRA respondents, there were no statistically significant changes in marital status 
between 2004 and 2004 (p = 0.554; Table 235). Overall, it was most common for NRA 
respondents to be married with 35% of respondents stating that they were married in both 
2004 and 2009 (Table 235). For Private housing residents there was a slight increase in the 
proportion of married respondents from 42% to 43%, however this was not statistically 
significant (p = 0.511; Table 235). Public housing residents were most likely to be single, and 
the proportion of single people increased between 2004 (25.83%) and 2009 (29.36%) but 
this was not statistically significant (p = 0.574; Table 235).  
Control respondents were most likely to be married, and this increased between 2004 
(60.40%) and 2009 (65.33%) but the increase was not statistically significant (p = 0.106; 
Table 236). The same trend was seen for both decile groups but was not statistically 
significant for either group, despite the large increase in married people in the Deciles 1 – 3 
group (from 50.00% to 71.11%, p = 0.059; Table 236).  
The proportion of NRA respondents in receipt of a government pension, benefit or income 
support decreased in 2009 (68.04%) compared with 2004 (75.50%, p = 0.042; Table 237). 
When stratified into public and private housing the decreases in the proportion of 
respondents receiving a pension, benefit or income support were not statistically significant, 
despite small decreases (p = 0.316 and p = 0.080, respectively; Table 237). There were no 
statistically significant changes recorded for the control group (p = 0.956; Table 238). Both  
NRA respondents and control respondents recorded statistically significant differences in 
household composition in 2009 compared with 2004 (NRA p < 0.0001, control p = 0.001; 
Tables 239 and 240). There were decreases in the proportion of couples with children aged 
under 18 yrs old living at home for both the NRA and control respondents (Tables 239 and 
240). While there were decreases in the proportion of couples with children aged over 18 yrs 
(10.14% to 8.67%) and couples without children (22.97% to 9.33%) for the control group, 
there were increases in these types of households for NRA respondents (Tables 239 and 
240). Among NRA respondents, there was a decrease in the number of sole parent families 
with children under 18 (18.79% to 8.62%) and single persons living alone (18.12% to 13.79%; 
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Table 239). There was a decrease in the proportion of sole parent households with children 
under the age of 18 for the public housing residents, from 30% to 14% (p = 0.001) and 
private housing residents, from 11% to 6% (p = 0.011; Table 239). There were also increases 
in the proportion of couples with children over 18 years living at home, for both the public 
housing residents (1% to 14%, p = 0.001) and the private housing residents (4% to 13%, p = 
0.011; Table 239).  
In 2009 NRA respondents were more likely to have one or more people within the 
household engaged in paid work compared with 2004, as the proportion of households with 
no people employed dropped from 43% to 30% (p < 0.0001; Table 241). The decrease in the 
proportion of households with no-one in paid employment was consistent across both the 
public housing residents (59.82% to 48.61%, p = 0.263) and private housing residents 
(32.57% to 22.15%, p = 0.001) however it was not statistically significant for the public 
housing residents (Table 241). Control respondents recorded no statistically significant 
changes to the number of people engaged in paid work (p = 0.623; Table 242). This was also 
consistent following stratification into decile groups (Deciles 1 – 3 group p = 0.946, Deciles 8 
– 10 group p = 0.870; Table 242).  
Overall, NRA respondents were more likely to live in households with two or more people 
receiving a pension or benefit from the government (p <0.0001) as the proportion of 
households where no-one was receiving a pension decreased between 2004 (18.09%) and 
2009 (14.62%; Table 243). This change was not observed for both public and private housing 
residents. While public housing residents had a statistically significant increase in the 
proportion of households not receiving a benefit (from 8.47% to 10.89%, p = 0.002), there 
was a decrease in the proportion of houses where no-one was receiving a benefit for private 
housing respondents (24.57% to 17.20%) which was not statistically significant (p = 0.063; 
Table 243). In contrast, there was no statistically significant change for control respondents 
(p = 0.826; Table 244). This is despite the increase in the proportion of households with no-
one receiving a benefit or pension, both overall (47.65% to 51.33%, p = 0.826) and for 
Deciles 1 – 3 (36.84% to 60.00%, p = 0.083) and Deciles 8 – 10 (43.10% to 46.67%, p = 
0.0678; Table 244).  
Despite these changes, neither the NRA overall, nor the control group recorded any 
statistically significant changes to the number of people living in the household in 2009 
compared with 2004 (NRA p = 0.406, control p = 0.594; Tables 245 and 246). The only group 
where a statistically significant change was observed was the public housing residents, who 
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were more likely to have three people living in the house (from 13.79% in 2004 to 33.98% in 
2009, p = 0.027; Table 245).  
A greater proportion of NRA respondents indicated that they were living in a home that was 
either fully owned, or being paid off in 2009 when compared to 2004 (p = 0.046; Table 247). 
There were corresponding decreases in the proportion of respondents who were living in 
private rentals (from 20.67% to 14.77%, p = 0.046; Table 247). The control group recorded 
no statistically significant differences in the types of homes occupied (p = 0.238; Table 248).  
There were statistically significant differences in the age group of respondents in 2009 
compared with 2004 for the NRA overall (p = 0.003) as well as private housing (p = 0.029; 
Table 249). However there was no clear pattern, with both increases and decreases in 
respondents from older and younger age groups. Statistically significant differences were 
also reported for respondents from the deciles 1-3 group in the control group (p = 0.012) 
with an increase in the middle age groupings and decreases in both younger and older 
participants (Table 250). 
Statistically significant differences were recorded for fortnightly income level of NRA 
residents in 2009 when compared with 2004 (p = 0.025; Table 251). In general, there were 
greater proportions of people earning less, for example in 2004, 5% of NRA respondents 
recorded a fortnightly income up to $380, whereas in 2009, the proportion increased to 7% 
(Table 251). Similarly, while 20% of NRA respondents reported earning between $380 and 
$580 per fortnight in 2004, this figure increased to 24% in 2009 (Table 251). Fewer 
respondents reported earning $760 to $1160 per fortnight in 2009 (18.14% compared with 
24.62% in 2004; Table 251). There were also greater proportions of respondents who 
reported being in the highest income brackets, $2300 to $3080 (from 3.79% to 6.51%) and 
$3080+ (from 0.76% to 4.65%; Table 251).  
The differences in fortnightly income were not statistically significant following stratification 
into public and private housing (p = 0.098 and p = 0.068, respectively; Table 251). There 
were large differences in the proportion of public housing residents fortnightly income that 
were not statistically significant, for example the proportion of respondents earning $380 to 
$580 per fortnight increased from 27% in 2004 to 36% in 2009 (p = 0.098; Table 251). For 
private housing residents, the differences in fortnightly income were not quite as substantial 
nor were they statistically significant (Table 251). For example, the proportion of 
respondents earning $760 to $1160 decreased from 30% in 2004 to 23% in 2009 (p = 0.068; 
Table 251). In general, the trend observed in the private housing residents was for greater 
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proportions of respondents to report their fortnightly earnings within the lowest or the 
highest income brackets. Thus, fewer respondents reported earnings that were categorised 
in the mid level income brackets.  
There were slight differences in the fortnightly income for control group respondents in 
2009 when compared with 2004 (Table 252). For example there were decreases in the 
proportion of respondents who earned up to $380 (from 4.80% to 2.63%), between $380 
and $580 (from 13.60% to 12.28%), between $580 and $760 (8.80% to 7.89%) and between 
$760 and $1160 (20.80% to 11.40%) however these differences were not statistically 
significant (p = 0.302; Table 252). There were corresponding increases in the proportion of 
respondents in income brackets greater than $1160 per fortnight, with the exception of 
$1540 to $2300, where there was a slight decrease from 22% in 2004 to 19% in 2009, which 
were not statistically significant (p = 0.302; Table 252). Following stratification, there were 
no statistically significant differences in fortnightly income for the control group (deciles 1 – 
3 p = 0.522 and deciles 8 – 10 p = 0.313; Table 252). The trends for the stratified respondents 
were similar to those of the control group overall, with general decreases in the proportions 
of respondents in the lower income brackets and increases in the highest income brackets 
(Table 252).  
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3.10   Summary of perceptions 
The following tables summarise the perceptions of the NRA and control groups, for the 
community surveys conducted in Colac during 2004, 2007 and 2009. Variables that were 
measured on a five item Likert scale have been condensed to three item scales in order to 
summarise perceptions.   
Table 253: Perceived current conditions in Colac, NRA- in person interviews 
  Good % Average % Poor % 
  2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
Neighbourhood generally 54.03 48.32 38.59 40.60 43.62 45.64 5.37 8.05 15.77 
Own housing  75.33 82.67 80.73 12.00 8.67 11.30 12.67 8.67 7.97 
Housing in local area 42.18 44.63 36.67 48.30 46.64 55.33 9.52 8.72 8.00 
Physical environment 21.89 28.86 22.59 53.87 49.66 54.49 24.24 21.48 22.92 
Community services generally 31.12 28.77 51.23 42.31 42.11 41.40 26.57 29.12 7.37 
Public transport 20.80 14.87 49.26 20.80 26.77 39.26 58.39 58.36 11.48 
Education/training opportunities 49.83 42.81 38.62 35.64 46.32 42.41 14.53 10.88 18.97 
Job opportunities 23.10 22.30 18.25 39.31 48.43 51.93 37.59 29.27 29.82 
Local employment services 46.10 39.15 32.71 39.03 44.48 44.61 14.87 16.37 22.68 
Local economy 21.34 29.54 22.27 55.23 50.21 50.00 23.43 20.25 27.73 
Health and wellbeing in area 27.87 26.95 23.05 51.22 56.03 57.99 20.91 17.02 18.96 
Own health 32.00 34.56 29.77 34.33 36.91 36.79 33.67 28.52 33.44 
Own household income 21.02 24.83 19.52 49.15 41.03 45.55 29.83 34.14 34.93 
Crime and personal safety 25.00 19.80 17.63 50.68 47.44 51.19 24.32 32.76 31.19 
Pride in neighbourhood  25.60 19.01 13.12 49.15 51.76 55.67 25.26 29.23 31.21 
Participation in local activities 12.94 8.26 14.29 43.14 39.26 35.51 43.92 52.48 50.20 
 
Table 254: Perceived current conditions in control group- telephone interviews 
  Good % Average % Poor % 
  2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
Neighbourhood generally 96.64 94.67 93.33 3.36 5.33 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Own housing  93.96 91.33 94.00 5.37 6.67 3.33 0.67 2.00 2.67 
Housing in local area 83.89 76.35 82.67 15.44 21.62 15.33 0.67 2.03 2.00 
Physical environment 69.13 66.67 72.67 26.85 29.33 22.00 4.03 4.00 5.33 
Community services generally 60.69 49.32 68.67 33.79 34.25 22.00 5.52 16.44 9.33 
Public transport 22.96 15.28 48.28 34.81 28.47 33.10 42.22 56.25 18.62 
Education/training opportunities 67.35 63.76 56.76 26.53 18.79 30.41 6.12 17.45 12.84 
Job opportunities 33.81 33.56 39.19 43.88 43.15 45.27 22.30 23.29 15.54 
Local employment services 62.99 52.90 63.38 25.20 29.71 28.87 11.81 17.39 7.75 
Local economy 45.89 56.16 47.62 49.32 36.99 44.90 4.79 6.85 7.48 
Health and wellbeing in area 49.32 48.65 50.00 48.63 50.00 42.57 2.05 1.35 7.43 
Own health 52.35 58.67 50.67 36.91 27.33 30.00 10.74 14.00 19.33 
Own household income 46.98 56.00 52.00 46.98 34.67 38.00 6.04 9.33 10.00 
Crime and personal safety 69.80 70.47 66.44 27.52 28.19 28.86 2.68 1.34 4.70 
Pride in neighbourhood  55.78 49.33 53.69 42.18 47.33 42.28 2.04 3.33 4.03 
Participation in local activities 38.81 29.08 36.36 49.25 59.57 54.55 11.94 11.35 9.09 
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Table 255: Perceived changes over the last 12 months in Colac, NRA- in person interviews 
  
Better % Same % Worse % 
2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 2004 2007 2009 
Housing 23.89 24.57 14.97 68.94 66.09 73.81 7.17 9.34 11.22 
Physical environment 11.11 14.29 8.11 72.39 77.00 79.05 16.50 8.71 12.84 
Public transport 2.86 2.19 58.97 85.71 85.40 39.19 11.43 12.41 1.83 
Government performance 7.69 4.41 4.38 80.07 78.31 80.66 12.24 17.28 14.96 
Education/training opportunities 16.55 12.82 11.23 79.58 82.05 72.46 3.87 5.13 16.30 
Local economy 10.71 16.96 4.68 76.79 73.85 70.50 12.50 9.19 24.82 
Health and welfare services 13.78 9.16 7.06 75.62 82.42 85.13 10.60 8.42 7.81 
Own health 16.05 17.11 11.00 63.88 65.44 69.67 20.07 17.45 19.33 
Crime and safety 9.28 7.39 4.90 76.29 71.83 73.08 14.43 20.77 22.03 
Community pride  14.53 6.32 2.56 74.74 78.60 83.52 10.73 15.09 13.92 
Community participation  8.18 1.95 2.93 78.07 83.20 76.15 13.75 14.84 20.92 
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3.11  Summary 
This volume has presented a comparison of the data collected from NRA and control group 
participants in the Colac Neighbourhood Renewal Area in 2004, 2007 and 2009. Statistical 
tests were conducted to examine the difference in responses between the 2004 and 2009. A 
summary of the main findings are presented in the following sections, organised according 
to the main topics covered in the survey.   
3.11.1 About you and your household 
This section provides a brief summary of the change in the composition of participants 
between 2004 and 2009.  
There were no statistically significant changes for either the NRA or control group in the 
gender distribution, country of birth, affiliation with ethnic or Indigenous communities or 
marital status between 2004 and 2009. Across all years and groups females were 
overrepresented, most respondents were born in Australia, very few respondents indicated 
an affiliation with an ethnic or Indigenous community and being married was the most 
common marital status.  
The proportion of NRA respondents receiving government pensions, benefits and income 
support decreased between 2004 and 2009 however no statistically significant changes were 
observed for the control group.  
Both NRA and control respondents recorded statistically significant changes in household 
composition between 2004 and 2009. While the NRA group displayed increases in the 
proportion of couples with children aged over 18 years at home and couples without 
children, decreases in these household compositions were observed for the control group.  
In 2009 there were fewer NRA respondents living in households where no one was engaged 
in paid work compared with 2009, although this change was not statistically significant for 
public housing residents. No statistically significant changes were observed for the control 
group. More NRA respondents lived in households where two or more people were 
receiving a pension or benefit from the government; however changes were only statistically 
significant for public housing residents. In contrast, there were no statistically significant 
changes for the control group.  
More NRA respondents were living in a home that was owned or being paid off in 2009, 
however no changes were observed for the control group. There were statistically significant 
changes in the age makeup of both the NRA overall, private housing residents and control 
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respondents in the deciles 1 – 3 group. There were no statistically significant changes to 
income level for control group respondents, however changes were observed for the NRA 
group overall, with a greater proportion of respondents in the lower income brackets.  
3.11.2About your neighbourhood 
There were no differences in the amount of time that NRA or control respondents had lived 
at their current address between 2004 and 2009. In 2009, NRA residents overall were most 
likely to have moved to Colac due to the low cost housing, however the reason most public 
housing residents moved to Colac was because the government had allocated that house. 
Private housing residents chose to live in Colac because their friends and family lived close 
by.  
There were decreases in the positive ratings of Colac as a good place to live for both public, 
private and NRA residents overall in the period between 2004 and 2009. There were no 
changes to the control group ratings of their neighbourhood as a good place to live, and 
none of the control group ever rated their neighbourhood as ‘poor’ between 2004 and 2009. 
While more NRA residents thought that people tended to move on instead of staying in 
Colac, there were no changes in the intended length of stay for NRA respondents.  
3.11.3 Housing and the physical environment 
Overall, NRA respondents reported a higher level of satisfaction of their house in 2009, 
however this was not statistically significant for public or private housing residents. This is in 
contrast to the control group who reported no changes in satisfaction with their own 
housing. Ratings for the general standard of housing in the area did not change for either 
NRA respondents or control respondents between 2004 and 2009. 
There was an increase in the proportion of public housing residents who thought that 
housing standards had gotten worse in 2009 compared with 2004. While there were no 
changes in the private housing residents perception of housing standards, the NRA overall 
were more likely to say housing standards had worsened over the past 12 months when 
asked in 2009.  
Ratings of the physical environment did not change between 2004 and 2009 for either the 
NRA or control group. However, NRA respondents thought that noise, rubbish, graffiti and 
vandalism had become increasingly problematic in 2009, compared with 2004. Control 
respondents also thought that noise and rubbish were more problematic. In addition houses 
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and fences not being looked after and traffic and speeding were considered to be more 
problematic in 2009 compared to 2004 for control respondents, but not NRA respondents.  
There were no statistically significant changes to the perceptions of change in the physical 
environment, for better or worse, for NRA respondents between 2004 and 2009.  
3.11.4 Transport, services and better government 
There were substantial differences in how NRA respondents rated the quality and 
accessibility of services for people in their area with increases in positive ratings and 
decreases in negative ratings. This is in contrast to the control group where there were no 
statistically significant changes to these ratings despite slight increases in the proportion of 
respondents who gave negative ratings. There were increases in NRA respondents who used 
cars, motorbikes and public transport as their main form of transport and a decrease in the 
use of taxis in 2009 compared with 2004.  
Both NRA and control group respondents gave more positive ratings of public transport 
services in 2009 compared with 2004. More NRA respondents perceived a change for the 
better in public transport during 2009, compared with the 2004 perceptions. This change 
was substantial with more than half of the NRA respondents perceiving improvement in 
public transport in the previous 12 months.  
Overall, NRA respondents were more likely to agree that the federal and state governments 
could be trusted in 2009 compared with 2004. There were also fewer NRA respondents who 
disagreed that the local council could be trusted in 2009 compared with 2004. This is in 
contrast with the control group overall, who were more likely to both strongly agree and 
strongly disagree that the federal government could be trusted. Control group respondents 
were also less likely to agree that the local government could be trusted in 2009 compared 
with 2004.  
No statistically significant changes to NRA respondents’ perceptions of whether the 
performance of government had changed were observed between 2004 and 2009. 
3.11.5 Employment, education and the local economy 
There were no changes in the level of education of NRA or control respondents between 
2004 and 2009. NRA respondents rated opportunities for education and training less 
favourably in 2009 compared with 2004. Overall, no changes in the rating for education and 
training opportunities were observed for the control group.  
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NRA respondents living in public housing rated kindergartens more favourably in 2009 when 
compared with 2004, however this change in rating was not apparent for private housing or 
NRA respondents overall. There were no statistically significant changes for the control 
respondents. Both the NRA and control groups rated secondary schools and colleges less 
favourably in 2009 compared with 2004. A greater proportion of private housing residents 
from the NRA rated adult education services less favourably, but this was not observed for 
any of the other NRA respondents or control group respondents. Public housing residents 
rated TAFEs more favourably, whereas private housing residents did not, however there 
were no statistically significant changes overall for either NRA or control respondents. The 
rating for universities did not change between 2004 and 2006 for NRA or control 
respondents. Both NRA and control group respondents rated local libraries less favourably in 
2009 when compared with 2004. A greater proportion of NRA respondents thought that 
education and training opportunities had worsened over the past 12 months in 2009 
compared with 2004.  
The control group did not rate employment opportunities or agencies that assist people in 
finding work any differently between 2004 and 2009. The NRA respondents were more likely 
to rate opportunities as average, instead of poor or good, and agencies were more likely to 
be rated as poor in 2009 compared with 2004. This was despite the increase in NRA 
respondents working full time between 2004 and 2009. However, there were also increases 
in NRA respondents who were unemployed and respondents who were receiving a disability 
pension. In contrast, no statistically significant changes to the control groups’ employment 
situation were observed.  
Fewer NRA respondents found their work satisfying and enjoyable in 2009. However, more 
NRA respondents were indifferent towards the number of hours they worked in 2009 
compared with 2004.  
The local economy was not rated any differently in 2009 compared with 2004 for NRA 
respondents or control respondents. However, NRA respondents were more likely to 
perceive a worsening of the local economy in the past 12 months in 2009 in comparison to 
2004.  
3.11.6 Health and wellbeing 
Neither NRA nor control respondents rated the general health and wellbeing of the 
neighbourhood any differently in 2009 when compared with 2004.  
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There were no changes in the use of the local doctor between 2004 and 2009 for NRA 
respondents or control respondents. Use of the public hospital decreased for private 
housing residents in the NRA, but no changes were recorded for the control group. NRA 
respondents were less likely to have used the maternal and child health centre, the 
immunisation program, the housing office and legal and community services in 2009 
compared with 2004, but no changes were recorded for the control group. There was an 
increase in the use of the dental health program for control respondents, but no change was 
observed in the NRA. Use of drug and alcohol services, as well as gambling dependency 
services, decreased for private housing residents of the NRA, however there was no change 
in use of these services for the control group. Both the NRA and control group recorded 
statistically significant decreases in the use of income support and emergency relief between 
2004 and 2009. Neither the NRA nor the control group overall, recorded any changes to the 
use of meals of wheels, services for teenagers, and use of social, health and recreational 
clubs. There were increases in the use of social, health and recreational clubs for public 
housing residents of the NRA in 2009 compared with 2004. 
Local doctors were rated less favourably by both the NRA and control groups in 2009 when 
compared with 2004. NRA respondents were more likely to rate their public hospital as 
average, whereas control respondents were more likely to give an average or poor rating in 
2009 compared with 2004. Public housing residents were less likely to rate maternal and 
child health centres as good in 2009 compared with 2004 however there were no 
differences in the control group ratings. NRA respondents were more likely to rate the 
immunisation service and meals on wheels as average, whereas there was no change 
recorded for control respondents. Public housing residents were more likely to rate the 
dental program favourably, whereas private housing residents were more likely to rate the 
program unfavourably, and there were no changes to the rating in the control group. There 
was no change to the way NRA respondents rated drug and alcohol services, legal and 
community services, or social, health and recreational clubs however control group 
respondents gave less favourable ratings of these services in 2009 compared with 2004. 
There were no changes in the ratings given to gambling services by neither the NRA nor the 
control respondents. Both private housing residents in the NRA and control group 
respondents overall, were less likely to rate income support and emergency relief services as 
good. Public housing residents were more likely to rate services for teenagers and the 
housing office favourably; however there were no differences for the control group.   
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NRA respondents were less likely to perceive a change for the better in the general health 
and welfare services over the past 6-12 months in 2009 compared with 2004. Despite this, 
there was no change in self health rating for both NRA and control respondents. Nor were 
there any changes within either group in the proportion of respondents with a disability. 
Overall, neither the NRA nor the control respondents reported any change in how they 
managed on their take home pay.  
In 2009, NRA respondents were less likely to be either satisfied or dissatisfied with their lives 
in general. There was no change in the level of general satisfaction for the control group. 
Overall, the NRA respondents perceptions about any change in their personal health over 
the past 6 – 12 months did not change between 2004 – 2009. However, public housing 
residents in the NRA were more likely to say their health had stayed the same.  
3.11.7 Personal safety and reducing crime 
Fewer NRA respondents rated their neighbourhood favourably with relation to crime and 
personal safety in 2009 compared with 2004, however there were no changes in the ratings 
given by the control group. Overall, the NRA respondents were more likely to think that 
young people on the streets were a problem, however there were no changes observed for 
the private housing residents. Drugs and alcohol, domestic violence, aggressive behaviour in 
the streets, car theft and joyriding were also considered to be bigger problems in 2009 
compared to 2004 for the NRA overall. There were statistically significant changes to the 
perceptions of how problematic house robberies and theft were in 2009, with an increase in 
both respondents indicating that they were a big problem as well as those indicating they 
were no problem. There were no changes in how problematic NRA respondents felt that 
poor street lighting was in 2009 when compared with 2004. When respondents were asked 
if there were any other problems, they were more likely to list other problems in 2009 
compared with 2004.  
In 2009, NRA respondents were less likely to have been a victim of crime. There were no 
statistically significant changes in the proportion of control group respondents who were 
victims of crime in 2009 compared with 2004. 
Fewer NRA respondents agreed that their neighbourhood was safe at night, that it was safe 
for children to play outside, or that their neighbours looked out for each other, the reverse 
was true for control group respondents where increases in strong agreement were 
observed. NRA respondents were more likely to neither agree nor disagree that the local 
police service was good and that you could trust most people most of the time, whereas 
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control group respondents there was an increase in strong agreement with both of these 
statements.  
There was a decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents who did not have sensor lights 
installed in 2009 compared with 2004. NRA respondents were more likely to perceive crime 
and safety to have worsened over the past 6 – 12 months in 2009 compared to 2004.  
3.11.8 Pride and participation in the community 
A greater proportion of NRA respondents thought that there was little pride in their 
neighbourhood in 2009 compared with 2004, however there were no changes to 
perceptions of pride in the control group. Neither the control nor the NRA group recorded 
any statistically significant changes in the level of participation in their neighbourhood. The 
importance of the following aspects of a good community were not rated as highly by NRA 
respondents in 2009 compared with 2004: a government that listens and gets things done, 
good local services and facilities, people that care about their neighbourhood and 
participate, a nice living environment, interesting activities and events, being happy and 
healthy with secure homes, having people from different backgrounds in the one area, and 
having a safe and friendly place to live in.  
NRA respondents were less likely to agree that by working together, local people could 
improve the neighbourhood and influence decisions in 2009 when compared with 2004. In 
contrast, the control group were more likely to agree with this statement in 2009. 
Accordingly, NRA respondents were more likely to think that people in their neighbourhood 
had too many of their own worries to put time and effort into the community. The NRA 
respondents were less likely to think that their neighbourhood had a good reputation, 
whereas the control respondents were more likely to agree that their neighbourhood had a 
good reputation when comparing 2009 and 2004.  
There was a decrease in the proportion of NRA respondents who thought of their 
community as a strong community, and felt that they knew quite a few people in the area 
between 2004 and 2009; however there was an increase in the control group.  
While both the NRA and control group recorded increased levels of disagreement that they 
felt a sense of belonging, the control group also recorded increased agreement. There were 
no statistically significant changes to agreement levels about having family and friends living 
nearby for the NRA group between 2004 and 2009.  
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Interestingly, while there were decreases in both agreement and disagreement among NRA 
respondents when asked about feeling valued by the community, there were increases in 
both agreement and disagreement for control respondents. NRA respondents felt they had 
less influence and control over decisions made in their neighbourhood in 2009, while control 
respondents felt they had more influence and control. No changes between 2004 and 2009 
were observed with regard to feeling able to raise $2000 within 2 days.  
There were no changes in the frequency in which NRA or control group respondents 
engaged in volunteer work, visited friends, spoke to neighbours, picked up other people’s 
rubbish, took part in local clubs or visited local cafes in 2009 compared with 2004. Fewer 
NRA respondents had minded a friend or neighbour’s child in 2009 compared with 2004. 
More NRA respondents had attended public meetings and signed petitions often in the past 
month, however, more respondents had never been to a meeting or signed a petition.  
NRA respondents were more likely to perceive pride to have decreased or stayed the same 
in 2009 when compared with 2004. Participation was also more likely to be seen to have 
worsened in the previous 6 – 12 months in 2009 when compared with 2004.  
3.11.9 About the Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy 
In 2009, more respondents had heard of the Neighbourhood Renewal strategy, when 
compared with 2004; however the way that people first heard about the strategy did not 
change. In 2009, people were most likely to have been involved in the Neighbourhood 
Renewal strategy by way of a survey, whereas in 2004, people were most likely to not have 
been involved but to have heard of the strategy.  
Less importance was placed on each of the goals of Neighbourhood Renewal in 2009 when 
compared with 2004, with the exception of lifting employment, education and expanding 
local economies, where there was no change in the rating. There was an increase in the 
agreement level for all of the proposed barriers in getting involved in Neighbourhood 
Renewal in 2009, when compared with 2004. Despite this, there was less support for each of 
the strategies proposed to improve participation in the Neighbourhood Renewal strategy.  
There was a statistically significant increase in the proportion of NRA respondents who felt 
ambivalent about whether or not the Neighbourhood Renewal strategy was a good idea in 
2009 compared with 2004. Additionally, there was no change in the proportion of 
respondents who thought that the Neighbourhood Renewal strategy had led to any 
improvement in government performance. Accordingly, there was a decrease in the 
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proportion of respondents who felt they would be interested in future participation in the 
Neighbourhood Renewal strategy in 2009 when compared with 2004.  
